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NON-EXEMPT f.._. PARTIALLY EXEMPT Mendez, Gayla 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

McTeerToney, Heather 
Wednesday, August 20, 2014 11:05 AM 
Jenkins, Brandi 

Subject: Re: Petition to test soil in Tarrant 

Ok 

Heather Toney 
Region4 RA 

On Aug 20,2014, at 11:01 AM, "Jenkins, Brandi" <Jenkins.Brandi@epa.gov> wrote: 

bfonnation Redacted pursuant to 
5 U.S.C .. ~,:·-~ion )52 (b)(5), Exemption 5, 
Pri,·i ]e, -':;; · .:• ~;1'1 1 ntra A ~:enc/ Docume:Dt 

Specific Privilege: ·--~p _\?_2 ____ ··----~---

From: Kirsten Bryant [mailto:kirsten@gaspgroup.org] 
Sent: Monday, July 14, 2014 9:33 AM 
To: McTeerToney, Heather 
Cc: Jenkins, Brandi; Davis, Anita; stacie@gaspgroup.org; Michael Hansen Subject: Petition to test soil in Tarrant 

Hi Administrator McTeer-Toney, 

I am writing to inquire about the status of the petition submitted a few weeks ago requesting EPA to test soil in Tarrant, Alabama where ABC Coke, one ofthe potential responsible parties for the 35th Avenue Superfund site, is located. 

Many residents in Tarrant experience similar problems as those living in the 35th Avenue Superfund site -soot covered homes and property, complaints about odors, and breathing . difficulties. 

Please let us know the time line for EPA's response. 

Thank you for your attention to this serious matter. 
1 

EXEMF 



-Kirsten 

Kirsten G. Bryant 
732 Montgomery Hwy #405 
Birmingham, AL 35216 
205-541-3746 
GASPgroup.org 
GASP on Twitter 
GASP on Facebook 
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DocumentiD: ____ ~~~-(_~ __ (_:_~=--------

Mendez, Gayla 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Heard, Anne 
Monday, August 25, 2014 9:56 AM 
Davis, Anita;Banister, Beverly 
FW: Request for air monitoring 
08222014 Air Monitoring Request.pdf 

Information Redacted pursu:mt lc' 

NON-EXEMPT ~PARTIALLY EXEMPT 

5 U.S.C. Section 552 (b)(5), Exern;;tF n J 

;)ri vile <.!Cd [ ntcr/ l ntra J\ ·~-cncy [ ;e:cumen ~ 
~ ·-·D)) Spccificrrivikg~: .... I t£ ____ _ 

From: Jenkins, Brandi 
Sent: Monday, August 25, 2014 9:38AM 
To: Heard, Anne; HicksWhite, Javoyne; Simon, Suganthi 
Subject: FW: Request for air monitoring 

FYI 
Brandi J. Jenkins, Special Assistant 
Office of the Regional Administrator 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency- Region 4 
61 Forsyth St., SW 
Atlanta, GA 30319 
office: (404) 562-9124 
mobile: (678) 575-2148 
fax: (404) 562-9961 

From: Kirsten Bryant <kirsten@gaspgroup.org> 
Sent: Monday, August 25, 2014 8:04AM 
To: Banister, Beverly 
Cc: stacie@gaspgroup.org; Jenkins, Brandi; McTeerToney, Heather; Ceron, Heather; Davis, Anita; Peurifoy, Cynthia; Tennessee, Denise; Chester Wallace; Thurman Thomas; Reverend E. 0. Jackson; Michael Hansen; Jones Monday Subject: Request for air monitoring 

Good morning. Please see our attached request for additional air monitoring. 

As the recent ASTOR report stated, the air in the northern Birmingham communities is not healthy. In addition, the greater Birmingham area is consistently ranked with some of the dirtiest air in the nation. 

Thank you for your attention to this important matter. We look forward to hearing from you soon. 

Sincerely, 

Kirsten 

Kirsten G. Bryant 
Outreach Director 
732 Montgomery Hwy #405 

1 

EXEMP 



Birmingham, Al35216 
205-541-3746 
GASPgroup.org 
GASP on Twitter 
GASP on Facebook 

2 



August 22, 2014 

Beverly Banister 

732 Montgomery Highway #405 
Birmingham, AL 35216 
gaspgroup.org 

Sam Nunn Atlanta Federal Center 
61 Forsyth Street SW 
Atlanta, GA 30303-8960 

Dear Ms. Banister, 

The purpose of this letter is to request additional air monitoring for the communities in north 
Birmingham including: Fairmont, Collegeville, Harriman Park, North Birmingham and Tarrant. 
Specifically, GASP is requesting air monitoring of both ambient air quality and fugitive emissions from 
Drummond's ABC Coke plant and Walter Energy's Walter Coke plant utilizing the Differential 
Absorption Lidar system referred to as DIAL. 

According to EPA's own analysis, the risk of cancer from air toxics is significantly higher in the northern 
Birmingham communities, warranting comprehensive air monitoring to determine the extent of human 
exposure to both hazardous air pollutants and particulate pollutants. In addition, ATSDR's recent 
analysis states that exposure to carcinogens exceeds EPA's acceptable risk levels and far exceeds the 
Jefferson County Board of Health's acceptable risk levels. 

The two largest contributors of toxic air pollution according to self-reported data are ABC Coke and 
Walter Coke. Their fugitive emissions should be monitored directly. In partnership with the state of 
New York, EPA required this monitoring of Tonawanda Coke, which revealed false emissions reporting 
and an underestimation of human exposure to benzene. We need this testing in Jefferson County, 
Alabama. 

In addition to lax or absent regulatory oversight of these industries surrounded by residential 
neighborhoods, there has not been a detailed, health assessment of these communities. The Jefferson 
County Department of Health has insufficient data to demonstrate how decades of exposure to toxics 
and particulates have affected residents. The testimonies of chronic illness including cancer, heart and 
respiratory diseases demonstrate there is a serious problem. Houses and property routinely covered in 
black soot are on display daily. 

The suffering in north Birmingham communities is an environmental injustice. Additional monitoring is 
required to reverse the disproportionate burden of air pollution in these communities. On a larger 
scale, Birmingham has some of the dirtiest air in the nation. Addressing these facilities will improve the 
air quality for the entire region. 

Sincerely, 

/< .~ "'..... ' J./ / /_, __ ' ···-jr 
-:·;;7JJ'Ct\t-/._ .• /·~;;t1,v,) 

/ 

Kirsten Bryant 

Outreach Director 



Mendez, Gayla 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Document I 0: --~G:::.'_C..::~_~ _r-.___~_,_;:'--'=-<'-----
f 

NON-EXEMPT 'V PARTIALLY EXEMPT 

Davis, Anita 
Wednesday, September 10, 2014 1:12 PM 
Taylor, Dawn;Rigger, Don 

EXEMP 

Subject: RE: OGC/HQs position re def of site for 35th FW: ABC notice to deny Tarrant PA petition 

The information that ABC submitted is flawed in that it does not take into consideration documented historical 
releases and violations from their facility that we have documented. 

-----Original Message----­
From: Taylor, Dawn 
Sent: Wednesday, September 10, 2014 1:01PM 
To: Rigger, Don; Davis, Anita 
Subject: OGC/HQs position re def of site for 35th FW: ABC notice to deny Tarrant PA petition 

See below 

-----Original Message----­
From: Myers, Robert 
Sent: Wednesday, September 10, 2014 11:42 AM 
To: Wendel, Jennifer; Taylor, Dawn 
Subject: RE: ABC notice to deny Tarrant PA petition 

-----Original Message----­
From: Wendel, Jennifer 
Sent: Wednesday, September 10, 2014 11:32 AM 
To: Myers, Robert 
Subject: FW: ABC notice to deny Tarrant PA petition 

FYI 

-----Original Message----­
From: Taylor, Dawn 
Sent: Wednesday, September 10, 2014 10:57 AM 
To: Wendel, Jennifer; Howard, Ralph 
Subject: ABC notice to deny Tarrant PA petition 

1 
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-----Original Message-----
From: XeroxMFD@epa.gov [mailto:XeroxMFD@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 10, 2014 10:06 AM 
To: Taylor, Dawn 
Subject: Scanned from a Xerox Multifunction Device 

Please open the attached document. It was scanned and sent to you using a Xerox Multifunction Device. 

Attachment File Type: pdf, Multi-Page 

Multifunction Device Location: Room 11T35, 11th Floor, 61 Forsyth St, Atlanta, GA 
Device Name: r4-1101-xerox265 

For more information on Xerox products and solutions, please visit http:/ /www.xerox.com 
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NON-EXEMPT V PARTIALLY EXEMPT 
Mendez, Gayla 

From: Davis, Anita 

Sent: 
To: 

Wednesday, September 24, 2014 5:55 PM 
Wendel, Jennifer 

Subject: 

Region 4, Superfund Division 

From: Wendel, Jennifer 

o~· n '\ :1T!c\:ii\:Hi5:1 
5 U.S.C. Sectk'n ~:32 
?ri\'ilcL~';:~ t ~~tr~'"/l ,.,~·:-:1 

Sent: Wednesday, September 24, 2014 4:56 PM 
To: Davis, Anita 
Subject: RE: PA Petition for Tarrant 

Information Redacted rursuant to 
5 U.S.C. Section 552 (h)(5), Exernrtion 5, 
Privileged lnterllntraJ\gency Document 

SpcdficPrivilcgc: 

From: Brown, Stephanie Y 
Sent: Wednesday, September 24, 2014 2:30 PM 
To: William Parker 
Cc: Jones-Johnson, Shea; Newman, Keriema; Wendel, Jennifer; Davis, Anita 
Subject: PA Petition for Tarrant 
Importance: High 

Mr. Parker: 

As requested, please find attached the Petition for PA. If you have any questions, please let us know. 

Thank you. 

Stephanie Yvette Brown 
Public Affairs Specialist 
U.S. EPA Region 4 
Superfund Division 
Office of Superfund Public Affairs and Outreach 
404-562-8450 (voice) 
404-562-8084 (fax) 
1-877-718-3752 (toll free) 
brown.stephaniey@epa.gov 
"Despite everything, I still believe that people are really good at heart!" Anne Frank 
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NON-EXEMPT V PARTIALLY EXEMPT Mendez, Gayla 

From: Wendel, Jennifer 
Sent: 
To: 

Wednesday, September 24, 2014 4:56 PM 
Davis, Anita 

Subject: RE: PA Petition for Tarrant 

Importance: High 

r-rom: ljrown, :>l:epnanre Y 

Sent: Wednesday, September 24, 2014 2:30 PM 
To: William Parker 

.' ·,;: 1 .:t~ n t 

Cc: Jones-Johnson, Shea; Newman, Keriema; Wendel, Jennifer;. Davis, Anita 
Subject: PA Petition for Tarrant 
Importance: High 

Mr. Parker: 

As requested, please find attached the Petition for PA. If you have any questions, please let us know. 

Thank you. 

Stephanie Yvette Brown 
Public Affairs Specialist 
U.S. EPA Region 4 
Superfund Division 
Office of Superfund Public Affairs and Outreach 
404-562-8450 (voice) 
404-562-8084 (fax) 
1-877-718-3752 (toll free) 
brown.stephaniey@epa.gov 
"Despite everything, I still believe that people are really good at heart/" Anne Frank 

1 
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_NON-EXEMPT :::}__PARTIALLY EXEMPT 
Mendez, Gayla 

From: Wendel, Jennifer 
Sent: 
To: 

Monday, August 11, 2014 10:30 AM 
Howard, Ralph 

Subject: RE: Petition Site in Tarrant, AL (near 35th Avenue) 

Tues-Thurs 

From: Howard, Ralph 
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 10:21 AM 
To: Wendel, Jennifer 
Subject: RE: Petition Site in Tarrant. AL (near 35th AvenuP\ 

From: Wendel, Jennifer 

pursu:::n · 
:5 U.S.C. ~;. ·:r!un ~1:i2 (lJ)()), Exem; 
l rivilt::.fJ_e. 1 I ntt:dlntra Agency Docu1; 11l 

· c~~i fi.· ~ 'l\ iic:-. ;; •• ·--~l)J2J_) -~---.... "'··. 

Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 10:18 AM 
To: Howard, Ralph 
Cc: Taylor, Dawn 
Subject: RE: Petition Site in Tarrant, AL (near 35th Avenue) 

Great. Thanks! 

From: Howard, Ralph 
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 10:06 AM 
To: Wendel, Jennifer 
Cc: Taylor, Dawn 
Subject: RE: Petition Site in Tarrant, AL (near 35th Avenue) 

EXEMPT 

ieatpA (), ~. pe. I P.G.I Site. Evaluation Coordinator, Remedial Project Manager 1 Superfund Remedial and Site Evaluation 

Branch I Superfund Division I US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 4 I 61 Forsyth Street, SW I Atlanta Georgia 30303 1 

(Voice) 404-562-8829 (Email) Howard.Ralph@epa.gov 

From: Howard, Ralph 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 4:04 PM 
To: Wendel, Jennifer 
Cc: Taylor, Dawn 
Subject: Re: Petition Site in Tarrant, AL (near 35th Avenue) 

Jen, Dawn, 

1 



ieat{d tJ. ~~. pe.. 1 P.G. 1 Site Evaluation Coordinator, Remedial Project Manager I Superfund Remedial and Site Evaluation 

Branch 1 Superfund Division 1 US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 4 1 61 Forsyth Street, SW 1 Atlanta Georgia 30303 1 

(Voice) 404-562-8829 (Email) Howard.Ralph@epa.gov 

From: Shell, Ronald T [mailto:RTS@adem.state.al.us] 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 2:50PM 
To: Howard, Ralph 
Cc: pdd@adem.state.al.us; Mayberry, Arnold 
Subject: RE: Re: Petition Site in Tarrant, AL (near 35th Avenue) 

Ralph, we can do both the PA and 51 to meet the required suspenses, but we would like to do them in addition to our 
currently scheduled grant commitments. 

We have already started preliminary work on the FY15 sites, but more importantly we will have to use some personnel 
on the PA & 51 in Tarrant that are not scheduled to do Sierra. To simply substitute Tarrant for Sierra would cause a ripple 
effect at this point that would affect several programs. 

If you are OK with us doing them as additional commitments, we need to discuss the scope of work, especially for the 51, 
including the exact area the petitioners want to be assessed. 

Look forward to hearing from you. 

Thanks. 

Ron 

Ronald T. Shell 
Chief, Environmental Services Branch 
Alabama Department of Environmental Management 
Post Office Box 301463 
Montgomery, Alabama 36130-1463 
(334) 271-7771 
adem.alabama.gov 

ADEM 
Mission: Assure for all citizens of the state a safe, healthful and productive environment 

From: Howard, Ralph [mailto:Howard.Ralph@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 1:18PM 
To: Shell, Ronald T 
Subject: Fwd: Re: Petition Site in Tarrant, AL (near 35th Avenue) 

2 



Hey Ron!, hope your afternoon is going well. 

Not long after we spoke yesterday, I was called on to help with school registration-setup and missed some time in 
the afternoon. But Jennifer sent this below, also not long after we spoke. So it appears we would like for you all to 
do both the PA, and the Sl, as part of the Year 2 Grant commitments during FY 2015. 

This would substitute in for another PA site planned for next year, and for the planned SI at Sierra Chemical. Target 
dates would be completing the PA by 7/1 and the SI before the FY ended. 

As we were discussing, ADEM has had involvement at the site, though not from CERCLA PAS! staff (your staff). And 
that ADEM may have specific concerns about the site. But from our perspective it makes to have you all participate. 
Substituting in public-complaint or public-petition sites like this has been done many times in the past few years, 
including at Lake Martin/Elkahatchee Creek Sediments, Pelham Open Dump/Burning, and Reichold Chemicals, just 
to name a few. 

Please let me know soon that your group can do this via our PASI Grant, and then let's talk about what sites to push 
aside until'16. 
Thanks-

'Ral{J. ~. -;l/tUt/141Ui(, pe.. I P.G. I Site Evaluation Coordinator, Remedial Project Manager I Superfund Remedial and Site Evaluation 

Branch 1 Superfund Division I US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 4161 Forsyth Street, SW I Atlanta Georgia 30303 1 
Voice) 404-562-8829 (Email) Howard.Raloh(Ci).e~ a.qov · 

0 --·-----·----

From: Wendel, Jennifer 
Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 11:12 AM 

To: Howard, Ralph 
Cc: Rigger, Don; Taylor, Dawn 
Subject: RE: who is Randall's Counterpart (State Director) at ADEM 

From: Howard, Ralph 
Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 10:56 AM 

To: Wendel, Jennifer 
Subject: RE: who is Randall's Counterpart (State Director) at ADEM 



From: Wendel, Jennifer 
Sent: Tuesday, August 5, 2014 9:03 AM 
To: Howard, Ralph 
Subject: who is Randall's Counterpart (State Director) at ADEM 

Jennifer L. Wendel 
National Priorities List Coordinator 
Remedial Project Manager 

EPA Region 4 
61 Forsyth Street, S.W., 9T-25 
Atlanta, GA 30303 

wendel.jennifer@epa.gov 
( 404)-562-8799 

4 
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Mendez, Gayla 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Howard, Ralph 
Thursday, October 09, 2014 5:17 PM 
Taylor, Dawn 
Rigger, Don 

NON-EXEMPT _J PARTIALLY EXEMPT 

Subject: RE: (Revised) ABC Coke PA Work Plan and Cost Estimate 

Whoops! -sounds good. 

-R. 

From: Taylor, Dawn 
Sent: Thursday, October 09, 2014 5:16PM 
To: Howard, Ralph 
Subject: Re: (Revised) ABC Coke PA Work Plan and Cost Estimate 

I meant for Don to talk to David, not you 

Sent from my BlackBerry 10 smartphone on the Verizon Wireless 4G LTE network. 

From: Howard, Ralph 
Sent: Thursday, October 9, 2014 4:54 PM 
To: Taylor, Dawn 
Subject: RE: (Revised) ABC Coke PA Work Plan and Cost Estimate 

No I'll go ahead & go first Dawn, and see how it goes. Thanks! 
Have a good weekend. 

-Ralph. 

From: Taylor, Dawn 
Sent: Thursday, October 09, 2014 4:51 PM 
To: Rigger, Don 
Cc: Howard, Ralph 

-- In-··'-- ...1\ A nl" 1"-1,_ nl\ \A/~,.1, Dbn ~nrl rnc:t J:'c:tim~tA 

information P pursuant tr: 
,;; ~<-2i'bH5)~Lxet:· 

I • <• 

j -' ''; •• , ·~~-

.:>ern rru111 111y DlcJ\..1\uc•• y .... v "''"a' ~..., .. v ...... "'" ... ~ • ~· ·--...... ____ _ 

From: Howard, Ralph <Howard.Ralph@epa.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, October 9, 2014 4:37 PM 
To: Taylor, Dawn 
Subject: Fwd: (Revised) ABC Coke PA Work Plan and Cost Estimate 

EXEMPl 



-R. 

Ralph 0. Howard, Jr. P.G. 

Site Evaluation Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager 

Superfund Division (E) Howard.Ralph@epa.gov 

(Ph) 404-562-8829 (Fax) 404-562-8788 

(Fig. from GASP) 
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From: Shell, Ronald T [mailto:RTS@adem.state.al.us] 
Sent: Thursday, October 09, 2014 4:01 PM 
To: Howard, Ralph 
Cc: Mayberry, Arnold; pdd@adem.state.al.us 
Subject: ABC Coke PA Work Plan and Cost Estimate 

A revised work plan and cost estimate for the ABC Coke PA is attached. The revision is based on our call yesterday and 

your communication with Bonnie Temple today designating ABC Coke as the target of the PA. I have reduced the cost 

estimate to the average cost we experience for a PA. The reduction is from my understanding that we will not conduct a 

detailed examination and history of the area circled in red on Figure 2 of the GASP Petition. Please let me know if my 

assumptions are incorrect. 

We are excited about conducting this PA and look forward to working with you on it. 

Ron 

Ronald T. Shell 
Chief, Environmental Services Branch 
Alabama Department of Environmental Management 
Post Office Box 301463 
Montgomery, Alabama 36130-1463 
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{334) 271-7771 
adem.alabama.gov 

ADEM 
Mission: Assure for all citizens of the state a safe, healthful and productive environment 
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Mendez, Gayla 

J 
_NON-EXEMPT __.,._PARTIALLY EXEMPT 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Howard, Ralph 
Thursday, October 09, 2014 4:54 PM 
Taylor, Dawn 
RE: (Revised) ABC Coke PA Work Plan and Cost Estimate 

No I'll go ahead & go first Dawn, and see how it goes. Thanks! 
Have a good weekend. 

-Ralph. 

From: Taylor, Dawn 
Sent: Thursday, October 09, 2014 4:51 PM 
To: Rigger, Don 
Cc: Howard, Ralph 
Subject: Fw: (Revised) ABC Coke PA Work Plan and Cost Estimate 

Information Redacted pursu::tnt t(' 
5 U.S.C. Section 552 (b)(5), Exemption 5, 
Privileged Inter/! ntra Ag~ncy Document 

--·---...... / )t \ 
Sp~,;ci fiG Priyiill!:'(.l~ •. _ \.)_ Y '<. 

From: Howard, Ralph <Howard.Ralph@eoa.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, October 9, 2014 4:37PM 
To: Taylor, Dawn 
Subject: Fwd: (Revised) ABC Coke PA Work Plan and Cost Estimate 

Information l~edacted pur<;uant to 
5 U.S. C. Section 552 (b)( 5 ). E\emrtiun ). 
Privileged imemntra/\g~ncy JJ(;r;urn~:n!. 

. . " . . "\:--" .. ·· \ \) Specthct·nv!lege: ___ .....:::_ .. ..J .::_(_._ ___ _ 

Ralph 0. Howard, Jr. P.G. 
Site Evaluation Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager 

Superfund Division (E) Howard.Ralph@epa.gov 

(Ph) 404-562-8829 (Fax) 404-562-8788 

(Fig. from GASP) 

1 

EXEMPT 



t<JOr'c<~} 

,'(Ci$$, 
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From: Shell, Ronald T [mailto:RTS@adem.state.al.us] 
Sent: Thursday, October 09, 2014 4:01 PM 
To: Howard, Ralph 
Cc: Mayberry, Arnold; pdd@adem.state.al.us 
Subject: ABC Coke PA Work Plan and Cost Estimate 

A revised work plan and cost estimate for the ABC Coke PAis attached. The revision is based on our call yesterday and 
your communication with Bonnie Temple today designating ABC Coke as the target of the PA. I have reduced the cost 
estimate to the average cost we experience for a PA. The reduction is from my understanding that we will not conduct a 
detailed examination and history of the area circled in red on Figure 2 of the GASP Petition. Please let me know if my 
assumptions are incorrect. 

We are excited about conducting this PA and look forward to working with you on it. 

Ron 

Ronald T. Shell 
Chief, Environmental Services Branch 
Alabama Department of Environmental Management 
Post Office Box 301463 
Montgomery, Alabama 36130-1463 
(334) 271-7771 
adem.alabama.gov 

ADEM 
Mission: Assure for all citizens of the state a safe, healthful and productive environment 
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Mendez, Gayla 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Ralph 0. Howard, Jr. P.G. 

Document ID: 

NON-EXEM_P_T--,/--rP-A-R-TI-A-LL_Y_E_X_E_M_P_T_ 

Howard, Ralph 
Thursday, October 09, 2014 4:38 PM 
Taylor, Dawn 
Fwd: (Revised) ABC Coke PA Work Plan and Cost Estimate 
ABC Coke PA Work Plan 10-9-14.docx 

Site Evaluation Coordinator/Remedial Project Manager 
Superfund Division (E) Howard.Ralph@epa.gov 

(Ph) 404-562-8829 (Fax) 404-562-8788 

(Fig. from GASP) 

1 

EXEMPT 



From: Shell, Ronald T [mailto:RTS@adem.state.al.us] 
Sent: Thursday, October 09, 2014 4:01 PM 
To: Howard, Ralph 
Cc: Mayberry, Arnold; pdd@adem.state.al.us 
Subject: ABC Coke PA Work Plan and Cost Estimate 

A revised work plan and cost estimate for the ABC Coke PAis attached. The revision is based on our call yesterday and 
your communication with Bonnie Temple today designating ABC Coke as the target of the PA. I have reduced the cost 
estimate to the average cost we experience for a PA. The reduction is from my understanding that we will not conduct a 
detailed examination and history of the area circled in red on Figure 2 of the GASP Petition. Please let me know if my 
assumptions are incorrect. 

We are excited about conducting this PA and look forward to working with you on it. 

Ron 

Ronald T. Shell 
Chief, Environmental Services Branch 
Alabama Department of Environmental Management 
Post Office Box 301463 
Montgomery, Alabama 36130-1463 
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(334) 271-7771 
adem.alabama.gov 

ADEM 
Mission: Assure for all citizens of the state a safe, healthful and productive environment 
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STATE OF ALABAMA 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT 

WORK PLAN 
CERCLA PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT 

A. Introduction 

ABC COKE DIVISION OF DRUMMOND CORP 
TARRANT, ALABAMA 

The pre-remedial activities proposed in this work plan are designed to meet State, Regional, and 
National guidelines. This work plan, which summarizes ADEM assessment activities at ABC 
Coke Division Of Drummond Corp, Tarrant, Alabama, may change by mutual agreement of 
ADEM and EPA. ADEM will work closely with Region 4 during the conduct of the Preliminary 
Assessment (P A) to ensure close coordination of activities planned and performed. 

B. Work Projections 

The work hours projected for this work plan are shown in Table 1. All P A/SI work will be done 
in compliance with applicable EPA and State guidance. 

Work time projections for the listed activities are based on the EPA publication Guidance for 
Performing Preliminary Assessments under CERCLA, September 1991. Current requirements for 
assessment activities were factored into our selection of projected work time hours for each task, 
and the tables below show estimated work hours to perform these tasks. ADEM work time 
projections are within the guidance published by EPA and will allow ADEM to perform these 
assessment activities in the manner found acceptable by EPA. 

In performing the PA, ADEM staff will perform the following tasks: 

Coordinate with EPA Project Manager 
Conduct site research 
Conduct off-site visits 
Prepare trip report 
Prepare HRS Quick Score 
Discuss with EPA Project Manager 
Prepare P A report 

After completion ofthe PA, ADEM will discuss the findings with EPA and discuss the next steps 
to be performed. If the HRS Quick Score warrants further investigation, actions to initiate the SI 
phase will commence. The work hours for this P A is estimated to be 142 hours. 

C. Expected Environmental Outcome 

This P A will assess an area where probable contamination is present. The results of the assessment 



"Will be used to determine the need for further assessment, for referral to EPA for consideration of 
adding to the NPL, or for issuance of a no further action letter. 

TABLE 1 
PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT 

ALABAMA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT 

Preliminary Assessment Work Hours Estimated Cost 
ABC Coke Division OfDrummond Corp, Tarrant, AL 142 $17,998 



WORK PLAN SUPPLEMENT 
PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT 

ABC COKE DIVISION OF DRUMMOND CORP 
TARRANT,AL 

A. Statement of work 

ADEM has projected hours that will be required to complete the PA at ABC Coke Division Of 
Drummond Corp, Tarrant, AL. The following sections outline the responsibilities and work 
products for this P A. 

B. Preliminary Assessment (PA) 

The purpose of this P A is to determine whether a site entered into CERCUS has had a release or 
the potential to release hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants into ABC Coke's 
environment; whether target populations or sensitive environments are present and at risk; and 
whether further response actions may be warranted under CERCLA. The P A has the following 
goals: 

1. To eliminate from further consideration areas that have no significant threat to public 
health or the environment. Examples are areas that have very limited apparent or potential 
releases of hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants, or sites where response actions 
under CERCLA are statutorily limited or otherwise inappropriate. 

2. To determine if there is the need for additional actions, such as: removal action, 
enforcement referral, or evaluate response program options. 

3. To set priorities for Sis or other CERCLA site assessment. 

4. To gather data to facilitate subsequent evaluation of the area pursuant to the HRS. 

The scope of the P A includes: a review of existing information about a release, such as 
information on the pathways of exposure, exposure targets, and source and nature of the release; 
an off-site reconnaissance; and a preliminary HRS score. PAs will be conducted in accordance 
with the latest available revision of Guidance for Performing Preliminary Assessments under 
CERCLA. A Preliminary HRS score for this P A site will be prepared using the most recent 
version of Quickscore or Superscreen software. This preliminary HRS score will be used to aid in 
prioritizing the area for a SI or to eliminate the area from consideration for future CERCLA 
remedial activity. The scoring process will also help identify gaps in the data needed to qualify 
the site for the NPL. 

A report will be completed by ADEM and submitted to EPA for concurrence. The P A report will 
generally consist of a summary report, HRS score sheets, site disposition form, and appropriate 
references. The references will generally include maps of the area, a topographic map of the area, 



photographs, background file material, and relevant documents that are not widely available. 
Sources of information cited in the report will be thoroughly documented. A Site Inspection may 
be initiated immediately after completion of the PA if ADEM or EPA determines the need. 

C. Funding 

Table 2 summarizes the proposed budget for the ABC Coke Division Of Drummond Corp, 
Tarrant PA. The requested funds, $17,998, will support the activities as outlined in the table 
below. 

TABLE2 
TARRANT PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT 

BUDGET SUMMARY 

Expense Amount 

!Personnel costs $9,023 

!Employee benefits $3,428 

ifravel in-state $1,000 

Motor pool $1,300 

Total Direct Cost $14,751 

ndirect cost $3,247 

TOTAL $17,998 



Mendez, Gayla 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Document ID: [~· ~~· :S '-\ 
----~--------~------

NON-EXEM~_ PARTIALLY EXEMPT 

Howard, Ralph 
Thursday, August 07, 2014 12:49 PM 
Shell, Ronald T 
RE: 35th Avenue - 105(d) Petition for PA in Tarrant, AL 

EXEMPT 

Hey Ron, we only have what you see there. If you look close you can see their residences indicated by the push­
pins, but that's it. Figure 2 does show then ABC Coke plant and nearby residential areas. They say (next to last page 
beneath Fig. 4) that "contamination ... are [sic] [should be is] likely to be found in the residential areas of Tarrant 
shown in Figure 2 near the ABC Coke facility." Read in its entirety, the petition makes reasonably clear where the 
petitioners are asking that assessment be done. Does this get to what you're saying? 

~al{d tJ. -;:?/~, pr.. 1 P.G. 1 Site Evaluation Coordinator, Remedial Project Manager 1 Superfund Remedial and Site Evaluation 
Branch 1 Superfund Division 1 US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 4 161 Forsyth Street, SW 1 Atlanta Georgia 30303 1 
(Voice) 404-562-8829 (Email) Howard.Ralph@epa.gov 

..:~~ 

, ~·~ Unoteo States Env1ronmental Protect.<:m Agency ........ 

From: Shell, Ronald T [mailto:RTS@adem.state.al.us] 
Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 11:59 AM 
To: Howard, Ralph 
Cc: Mayberry, Arnold 
Subject: RE: 35th Avenue- 105(d) Petition for PAin Tarrant, Al 

Thanks for checking. Without a colored figure 2, you can't tell what area they circled and are requesting to be assessed. 

-----------------------------------------------------------
From: Howard, Ralph [mailto:Howard.Ralph@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 10:27 AM 
To: Shell, Ronald T 
Subject: RE: 35th Avenue- 10S(d) Petition for PAin Tarrant, AL 

Ron- Nope, the (paper) original is on Dawn's desk (she's out), 
Jennifer & I just examined it, and that figure is exactly as you 
see there, B&W. Sorry ... 

~al{d (). -;:?/~, pr.. 1 P.G. 1 Site Evaluation Coordinator, Remedial Project Manager 1 Superfund Remedial and Site Evaluation 
Branch 1 Superfund Division 1 US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 4161 Forsyth Street, SW 1 Atlanta Georgia 30303 1 
Voice) 404-562-8829 (Email) Howard.Raloh@e[ a.aov 
0 --------·-----

From: Shell, Ronald T [mailto:RTS@adem.state.al.us] 
Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 11:02 AM 
To: Taylor, Dawn; Howard, Ralph 
Cc: Mayberry, Arnold 
Subject: RE: 35th Avenue- 105(d) Petition for PAin Tarrant, Al 
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Are color copies available of the figures in the petition? 

Ronald T. Shell 
Chief, Environmental Services Branch 
Alabama Department of Environmental Management 
Post Office Box 301463 
Montgomery, Alabama 36130-1463 
(334) 271-7771 
adem.alabama.gov 

ADEM 
Mission: Assure for all citizens of the state a safe, healthful and productive environment 

From: Taylor, Dawn [mailto:Taylor.Dawn@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, July 17, 2014 1:01 PM 
To: Shell, Ronald T 
Cc: Howard, Ralph 
Subject: FW: 35th Avenue- 105(d) Petition for PAin Tarrant, AL 

Hi Ron-
Wanted to let you all know that we recently received this petition to do a PAin Tarrant, Al near the 35th Ave site. We 
are still having internal discussions on how to address it, but we will keep you informed as we proceed. 
Thanks, 
Dawn 

Dawn C. Taylor, Chief 
Superfund Site Evaluation Section (SSES) 
Superfund Remedial and Site Evaluation Branch (SRSEB) 
Superfund Division 
U.S. EPA Region 4 
61 Forsyth Street SW 
Atlanta, GA 30303 
taylor.dawn@epa.gov 
404-562-8575 office 
404-909-0829 cell 

From: Smith, Stephen 
Sent: Tuesday, July 15, 2014 4:06 PM 
To: lodin, Marianne; Wendel, Jennifer; McCall, Carolyn; Harper, Greg; Jardine, Rick 
Cc: Palmer, leif; Taylor, Dawn; 35AveSiteFile; Webster, James; Taylor, Matt; Davis, Anita; Newman, Keriema; Rigger, Don 
Subject: 35th Avenue- 105(d) Petition for PAin Tarrant, Al 

information F\ed8.cted pursu::mr t~_; 
5 L1.S.C. St~ction 552 (b)(S) .. Exemrltion :5, 

?ri_vt!ec;e: fnt~l;g~~tge/:'j'~L;~Jm'f/c/ 
CC'fiVIIc '·. . ·--"'-"'-·-~~----

Associate Regional Counsel 

2 



Mendez, Gayla 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

DocumentlD: ________ ~~·-1~~~~~~-~-L·~~~---

_NON-EXEMPT \,/PARTIALLY EXEMPT 

Howard, Ralph 
Thursday, September 11, 2014 4:34 PM 
Ron Shell 
Mayberry, Arnold 
Fwd: ABC notice to deny Tarrant PA petition 
Scanned from a Xerox Multifunction Device.pdf 

:5 USC. S':cticn: 552 (b)! :;I, E\<:m;:;, ,, 5. 
fJrivik:•t:d 1nkr/lntr::/ch:•1C\ f)uC'il:;~·:~ 

S rccilic Privilege: 0 r/5 

~~ (), ~~ .. ~P'e· 1 P.G.I Site Evaluation Coordinator, Remedial t-'roJect •v•allel!::l"" 1 '-''"'t-v .. _ .. _. __ 

EXEMPT 

Branch 1 Superfund Division 1 US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 4161 Forsyth Street, SW I Atlanta Georgia 30303 1 
(Voice) 404-562-8829 (Email) Howard.Ralph@epa.gov 

--:~ = Un•led States Enwonmenta! ProtectiOn Agency 

-----Original Message----­
From: Taylor, Dawn 
Sent: Wednesday, September 10, 2014 10:57 AM 
To: Wendel, Jennifer; Howard, Ralph 
Subject: ABC notice to deny Tarrant PA petition 

-----Original Message-----
From: XeroxMFD@epa.gov [mailto:XeroxMFD@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 10, 2014 10:06 AM 
To: Taylor, Dawn 
Subject: Scanned from a Xerox Multifunction Device 

Please open the attached document. It was scanned and sent to you using a Xerox Multifunction Device. 
Attachment File Type: pdf, Multi-Page 
Multifunction Device Location: Room 11T35, 11th Floor, 61 Forsyth St, Atlanta, GA 
Device Name: r4-1101-xerox265 
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y/~ 
30 Ivan Allen, Jr. Boulevard, Northwe>t • Suite 700 • Atlanta. GA 30308-3036 www.bakh.com ~ 

BALCH 
& BINGHAM LLP 

August27,2014 

VIA CERTIFIED MAIL. RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED . , 

Han. Heather McTeer Toney, 
Regional Administrator ·· •• ,:,· .. 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 4- ·· 
61 Forsyth Street, S.W. 
Mall Code: 9T25 
Atlanta, Georgia 30303-8960 

Dear Ms. Toney, 

\, 

RICHARD EDWARD GLAZE, JR. 
t: (41}4)962-3565 
f: (866) 661-3268 
e: rglaze@balch.com 

Please find enclosed ABC Coke1s response to GASP's Petition for a Preliminary Assessment of 
Release of Hazardous Substances in Tarrant and Inglenook, Alabama, which was filed with the EPA 
on July 1, 2014. Thank you for the opportunity to respond. Please do not hesitate to contact me with 
any questions you may have. 

REG,JR:dls 

cc: Drummond Company 
ABC Coke, Inc. 
Steven G. McKinney 
Robert B. McKinstry, Jr. 

Sin"~~.:~ .I 
/. -/~ / /f) 

j/ c-----c'--~/~ 
Richard Edward Glaze, Jr. er------



BEFORE THE REGIONAL ADMINISTRATOR OF THE 
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION 4 

GASP, Dorothy Davis, and Eddie Jimmy ) 
Hollaway, ) 

) 
Petitionen. ) 

) 
) 
) 
) _____________________________ ) 

RESPONSE ON BEHALF OF ABC COKE TO GASP'S PETITION FOR PRELIMINARY 
ASSESSMENT OF RELEASE OF HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES 

The Environmental Protection Agency ("'EPA" or the "agency") should deny the Petition for 

Preliminary Assessment of Release of Hazardous Substances (the '"Petition") filed with the agency on 

July 1, 2014, by GASP and two of its members, Ms. Dorothy Davis and Mr. Eddie Jimmy Hollaway 

( collectiveJy, the '·Petitioners"), requesting that EPA perfonn a preliminary assessment t·P A") of an 

area near the ABC Coke facility in Tarrant, Alabama, ("ABC Plant'') under the Comprehensive 

Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (''CERCLA''), 42 U.S.C. § 9601 el seq. 

because neither the Petition nor the available evidence that would be used in a P A shows that there has 

been any release of hazardous substances at or from the ABC Plant that might cause a potential hazard 

to public health or the environment. In fact, both EPA's soil sampling data taken at the ABC Plant and 

health and risk assessments of air quality in the area support the conclusion that there has not been a 

release and there is no threat of a release from or at the ABC Plant that could conceivably require a 

response action. 

The Petition is based wholly on a speculative line of reasoning that, if taken to its illogical 

conclusion, would have EPA conduct a PA around every facility in the nation regulated under section 

112 of the Clean Air Act ("CAA"). In this case, GASP's Petition seeks to have EPA declare all the 



residential property between the ABC Plant and the Birmingham Airport (the "Petitioned Area") a 

Superfund site. The Petition alleges that "[t]hroughout its operational history, the ABC Coke facility 

has emitted toxic and hazardous pollutants into the air", which "have been carried by wind currents and 

deposited onto the soil, structural surfaces, and gardens of residential properties in Tarrant." The 

pollutants listed in the Petition include arsenic, lead and polycyclic organic matter, including 

benzo[a]pyrene and other polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons ("PAHs"). This rationale could be applied 

to virtually any of the thousands of facilities that are regulated under section 112 for those pollutants and . 

is inconsistent with the recent risk assessments that concluded that there are no unacceptable health risks 

from air emissions in or around the ABC Plant. 

The Petition is founded upon the false assumption that the contamination in the Collegeville, 

Fairmont and Harriman Park neighborhoods around the Walter Coke facility, which EPA has identified 

as the 35th Avenue Superfund Site, will also be found in the residential areas of Inglenook and Tarrant 

without citing any evidence of contamination in these areas. The analogy is false because the conditions 

around the 35th Avenue Superfund Site bear no relation to those near the ABC Plant. First, the Walter 

Coke and U.S. Pipe facilities, which formerly were part of a single facility, include landfills and waste 

piles, on-site soil contamination, groundwater contamination, a heavily contaminated ditch that floods, 

and a history of foundry and metal-working facilities which melted scrap automobiles, as well as a coke 

plant that has disposed of solid waste on-site and which is undergoing RCRA corrective action. Second, 

the residential areas designated as the 35th Avenue Superfund Site directly abut the Walter and U.S. Pipe 

plants and at least some of the areas were formerly owned by their predecessor company, Sloss 

Industries. In contrast, the conditions at the ABC Plant and in the Petitioned Area are entirely different. 

The ABC Plant has: an excellent environmental compliance record; no waste piles or landfills; no metal 

working processes that would produce the type of soil contamination or waste piles found at the 35th 
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A venue Superfund Site; follows a strict policy against allowing fill to be disposed of on or off-site; and 

practices waste reduction by re-incorporating all potential waste materials into its process. Moreover, 

while residential properties directly abut the Walter Coke and U.S. Pipe plants, the nearest receptors to 

the ABC Plant are remote and are separated from the ABC Plant both by vacant properties and a wide 

and busy highway. 

Most significantly, EPA sampling of soils within the ABC Plant property has shown that the 

soils on the plant site are not contaminated. As part of its investigation of Five Mile Creek and the 35th 

A venue Superfund Site, EPA took soil samples from the banks of Five Mile Creek on ABC's plant site 

as well as from borings inside the plant. Those results, on ABC's industrial property, were significantly 

below the conservative risk management levels ('"RMLs") of 39 mg/kg As and 400 mg/kg Pb that EPA 

established for residential areas in the 35th Avenue Superfund Site. Soil samples taken by EPA during 

an inspection of the ABC Plant that were analyzed using the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure 

(''TCLP") showed levels of arsenic and lead below the reporting level for soils. If these results from 

soils at the ABC Plant were below the residential RMLs, certainly there could be no release related to 

the ABC Plant in the Petitioned Area, since the deposition rates from a source of emissions always 

decrease as one moves away from that source. 

Moreover, as described in Section IV below, several risk assessments of North Birmingham air 

quality have concluded that no unacceptable risks or health impacts are present. For example, in the 

Tarrant Elementary School Study, the most representative study of the Petitioned Area, EPA concluded 

that no further monitoring was necessary because the agency found levels of contaminants of concern 

for the 35th A venue Superfund Site well below screening levels and in many cases, not detectable. 

Accordingly, there is no evidence of any release of a hazardous substance or contamination that 

would require remediation-both sampling and risk assessments confirm this-and a P A of the 
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Petitioned Area is not justified. Moreover, if a P A were conducted, all of the available evidence that 

would be used in a P A indicates that no further action under CERCLA is warranted. Therefore, EPA 

should deny GASP's Petition. 

I. THE ABC PLANT 

The ABC Plant is a coke and coke by-products manufacturing plant located in Tarrant, Alabama. 

The ABC Plant produces coke by heating coal in an oxygen-depleted oven environment. The coke is 

then shipped to customers. The by-products are recovered through cooling, settling and reaction 

processes to produce coke oven gas, tar, light oil and ammonium sulfate. The coke oven gas is 

consumed on site for energy recovery and the other by-products are sold. 1 

The ABC Plant was built pursuant to a 1919 contract with the United States to provide a source 

of munitions and other products critical to the war effort and was owned and operated by the United 

States until the end of 1937. The ABC Plant was again taken over and controlled by the United States 

War Production Board and its predecessor defense-related agencies during World War II. 

The ABC Plant is a foundry coke plant rather than a furnace plant. It was built originally to 

recover the by-products and to produce foundry coke for off-site use. It is therefore significantly 

different from furnace coke plants, in that it is not associated with metallurgical processes and recovers 

materials rather than generating wastes. It produces no waste and no air emissions associated with those 

metallurgical processes. ABC has continued to upgrade the plant to improve both its economic and 

environmental performance and currently employs 385 people. 

ABC has implemented a proactive approach to reducing and eliminating pollution, usually in 

advance of federal and state requirements, and is a leader in the coke manufacturing industry. This 

proactive approach extends to all media-air, water and waste. ABC's measures for preventing and 

1 The facts recited here are consistent with ABC's responses to EPA's requests for information pursuant to section 104(e) of 
CERCLA with respect to what EPA has identified as the 35"' Avenue Superfund Site for purposes of CERCLA. Those 
responses and the attached documents are too voluminous to attach to this response, but are available in EPA's files. 
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controlling the emissions of hazardous air pollutants resulted in the ABC Plant being one of the model 

facilities that EPA considered in the development of the most recent update to the applicable National 

Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants ( .. NESHAPs'') governing coke plants under section 

112 of the Clean Air Act. The Jefferson County Department of Health C"JCDH") found that the ABC 

Plant is currently in compliance with all applicable NESHAPs and other applicable air pollution rules 

and regulations. See JCDH. Fact Sheet for Draft Renewal Title V Operating Permit for ABC Coke 

(2014) (Exhibit 1). This determination necessarily includes a determination that the ABC Plant does not 

cause or interfere with attainment of National Ambient Air Quality Standards ('"NAAQS''). which are 

set and regularly updated by EPA at a level to protect the most sensitive individual with an ample 

margin of safety. 42 U.S.C. § 7409. Indeed. Jefferson County is now in attainment with all NAAQS, 

including the most recently promulgated 2012 standard for fine particulate matter. 

See http;/ /www.epa.gov/pmdesignations/20 12standards/rec/r4alrec l.pdf; http://www.epa.gov/pmdesi gna 

tions/20 12standards/eparesllf04 ALM 120resp.pdf. 

Consistent with these conclusions, an EPA health-based risk assessment of the neighboring 

school in Tarrant. Alabama, determined that the air quality in the area does not pose a health risk to the 

sensitive populations around that schooL See, U.S. EPA, Tarrant Elementary School, Tarrant City, AL, 

at http://www.epa.gov/schoolair/TarrantEleResults.html; U.S. EPA, Tarrant Elementary School, Results 

and Analysis of EPA's Monitoring, at http:/lwww.epa.gov/schoolair/TarrantEle.html: U.S. EPA. SAT 

Initiative: Tarrant Elementary School (Birmingham. AL) (June 2011), available 

at http://www.epa.gov/schoolair/pdfs!TarrantTechReoort.pdf (hereinafter, collectively referred to as the 

'·Tarrant Elementary School Study"). 2 

2 All studies of nearby areas, including the 35m A venue Superfund Site, have also shown that air emissions are not impacting 
residents in North Binningham, including the Petitioned Area. EPA's North Birmingham Air Toxics Risk Assessment 
(March 20 13), m•ailable at bttn:Jlwww.eca.eovlreJ:ion4/ilir{ajrtoxjc/No[1h-Binnin!Wam-Ajr-To)li&s-Rjsk-Assessment-final-
032820t3.pdf(hereinafter, "2013 North Binningham Air Toxics Risk Assessment"). concluded that long-term cancer risks 
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ABC also maintains state of the art wastewater and stonnwater control systems. All process 

wastes are collected and treated in a biological treatment system and discharged to Five Mile Creek 

pursuant to and in compliance with an NPDES Permit. Stormwater is also collected in a series of ponds 

prior to discharge to Five Mile Creek pursuant to and in compliance with an NPDES permit. 

EPA sampling of soils on the ABC Plant site have indicated that no contaminants of concern are 

present on the industrial areas within the plant site at levels that would be of concern in a residential 

area Specifically, in connection with its investigation of Five Mile Creek, EPA took samples of soils on 

the top of the banks of Five Mile Creek v.ithin ABC's plant property, as well as samples from sediments 

in the creek bed. EPA, in connection with its 2012 inspection of the ABC Plant, also conducted borings 

within the ABC Plant and analyzed soil samples from those borings. None of the analytic results from 

ABC's analysis of split samples from those sampling events exceeded EPA's conservative RMLs for 

residential areas in the 35th Avenue Superfund Site of39 mglkg As and 400 mg/kg Pb. 

Thus, there is no evidence of a release associated with the ABC Plant that might require a 

response under CERCLA and no reason to believe that such a release associated with the ABC Plant has 

occurred. 

ll. THE 35TH A VENUE SUPERFUND SITE 

The Petition is founded upon the false assumption that because the residential properties 

bordering the Walter/U.S Pipe plants have shov.n levels of arsenic, lead, and benzo(a)pyrene above the 

were within EPA's range of acceptability and that it is unlikely that adverse non-cancer affects from long-term exposure 
would occur. The ATSDR's Evaluation of Air Exposures in Communities Adjacent to the 35lh Avenue Site, Birmingham, 
Alabama (EPA FACILITY 10: ALN000410750) (June 26, 2014), available al 

bttp:llwww.atsdr.cdc.gov!HAC/oha/NorthBjrminghamAirSite/35tho/o20A venue%20Site PHA PC 06·26-20 14 508.pdf 
(hereinafter, "20 14 A TSDR Evaluation"), concluded past short-term exposures and past and current long-term exposures to 
PM would not result in hannful effects to the general public and that cancer risks were within EPA's target risk range. The 
JCDH's Summary of the Comparison of Death Rates and Birth Outcomes of African-Americans Living in Collegeville, 
Fairmont and Harriman Park to African Americans Living in the Rest of Jefferson County, Alabama (Aug. 6, 2014) 
(hereinafter, "2014 JCDH Death Rates Comparison Report'') (Exhibit 2), showed that there was no excess incidence of 
cancer due to pollution in North Birmingham neighborhoods. 
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EPA RMLs and because the Walter/U.S. Pipe plant site includes, among other uses, a coke plant, what is 

found at the 35th Avenue Superfund Site will also be found in Tarrant. Even a cursory consideration of 

the differences between the ABC Plant and the 35th A venue Superfund Site will show that this 

reasoning is wholly based upon a false analogy. 

The Walter Coke and U.S. Pipe plants were originally the same facility and were part of a larger 

integrated coke and metal working facility. The Walter/U.S. Pipe plants were built and owned by Sloss 

Industries and were only split up as a result of a number of corporate reorganizations. 

Although the Walter Coke plant was built as part of the World War I operations, there were 

metal-working and industrial operations at and around the site in North Birmingham prior to World War 

I. The Walter Coke plant was built as an addition to Sloss's considerable iron and steel operations 

already in existence in North Birmingham. The original Sloss Industries was founded with the 

construction of two blast furnaces in North Birmingham in I 881. Sloss added tv.'o additional blast 

furnaces in the North Birmingham area before the construction of the coke plant. An additional blast 

furnace was added in the 1950s, and Sloss merged with U.S. Pipe in 1952. See Walter Energy website 

at http://walterenergy.com/operationscenter/coke/col<e-historv.html. The Walter/U.S. Pipe plant also 

included a pig iron foundry. The coke plant served the Sloss furnaces, foundry, and pig iron plant and 

the complex was, apparently, operated as an integrated operation. Consistent with its different purpose, 

the Walter Coke plant is a furnace coke plant. The Walter/U.S. Pipe plant also contained chemical 

processing facilities. Id 

The Walter/U.S. Pipe plant also engaged in very different waste handling processes. Unlike the 

ABC Plant, the Walter plant site contains many hazardous waste and solid waste disposal areas 

governed by RCRA Subtitle C and requiring corrective action. See, RCRA Section 3008(h) 

Administrative Order on Consent (AOC), In re Walter Coke. Inc., Dkt. No. RCRA-04-2012-4255 (Sept. 
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17, 20 12) C'RCRA Correction Action AOC''). Many of these relate to the metal working operations. 

The site includes 45 solid waste management units and six areas of concern, many of which relate to 

metal working rather than coke manufacturing. These include unsecured blast furnace emission control 

sludge piles (SWMU 24), mineral wool waste piles (SWMU 35), a blast furnace emission control sludge 

waste pile (SWMU 39), pig machine slurry pits (SWMU 43), a blast furnace ash boiler pit (SWMU 44) 

and slag drying beds (SWMU 45), all features associated with mineral working rather than coke plant 

operations. Moreover, the many waste piles and landfills apparently are (or were in the past) unsecured 

so that waste could potentially blow from the Walter property onto neighboring residential properties 

and schools. Flooding of the Walter Coke plant site has also created the potential for waste to be carried 

from the site to surrounding residential properties. 

Unlike ABC, the industrial operations and waste piles owned and operated by Walter, U.S. Pipe 

and their predecessor, Sloss, loom over residential properties that directly abut the plant sites. In fact, at 

least some of the residential areas that EPA has separated from the Walter and U.S. Pipe plant sites3 

were former Sloss company housing. 4 

The historic operations at the Walter/U.S. Pipe plants have also resulted in contamination not 

present at the ABC Plant. The RCRA Corrective Action AOC for the Walter plant reveals significant 

groundwater contamination and significant deposits of contaminants in the Walter wastewater treatment 

system and a ditch running through the Walter property that can also flood into residential properties. 

3 ABC believes that the Walter/U.S. Pipe plants and the 351& Avenue Superfund Site should be considered to be a single 
facility addressed under RCRA corrective action rather than CERCLA. The Walter Coke and U.S. Pipe sites should properly 
be considered a single facility, given the history, proximity and common ownership at the time RCRA corrective action was 
triggered. Walter was originally addressing "off-site" problems as an extension of the RCRA corrective action until it 
refused to continue work off-site. Rather than moving that action to CERCLA, EPA should have pursued its RCRA 
enforcement authority. 
4 That housing, known as the ''Sloss Quarters," was located on North 27 Street between 25dl and 261& A venues along the 
trolley route in North Binningham. It was demolished in 1964 and replaced by the Collegeville housing project. White, 
Marjorie Longenecker, Birmingham District: An Industrial History and Guide (1981) at 147, 155. Given this history, it 
would have been more appropriate to require that Walter, as Sloss's corporate successor, continue to address these areas 
under RCRA corrective action authority rather than moving the response to the CERCLA program. 
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Significant deposits of contaminants have been found in the Walter wastewater treatment system and th~ 

portions Five Mile Creek directly affected by that system. 

III. LEGAL STANDARD GOVERNING CERCLA SECTION 105 PETITIONS 
AND PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENTS. 

Application of the law and legal guidance regarding PAs and the establishment of priorities for 

taking action pursuant to CERCLA all militate strongly towards denying the Petition. Although the 

Petition purportedly seeks only to have EPA conduct a PA, the ultimate objective appears to be having 

EPA take action under CERCLA to require a response action in the Petitioned Area. Taking action to 

further characterize an area where there is significant information showing that there is no release 

requiring a response would be fundamentally inconsistent with the Congressional objective that the 

limited funds in the Superfund be directed to the sites posing the greatest "risk or danger to public health 

or welfare or the environment." 42 U.S.C. § 9605(a)(8). See also, id., § 9604(a) (requiring release or 

"substantial threat" of release that "'may present an imminent and substantial danger"); Mead Corp. v. 

Browner, 100 F.3d 152, 156 (D.C. Cir. 1996). 

The Petition has been submitted pursuant to section I 05(d) of CERCLA and 40 C.F.R. § 

300.420(b )(5). "The lead federal agency shall complete a remedial or removal PA within one year of 

the date of receipt of a complete petition pursuant to paragraph (b)(5) of this section, if one has not been 

performed previously, unless the lead federal agency determines that a PA is not appropriate." ld 

§ 300.420(b)(5)(iii). When determining whether performance of a PAis appropriate, EPA's regulations 

state that the lead federal agency shall take into consideration the following: 

(A) Whether there is information indicating that a release has occurred or there is a threat 
of a release of a hazardous substance, pollutant, or contaminant; and 

(B) Whether the release is eligible for response under CERCLA. 

40 C.F.R. § 300.400(b)(5)(iv). A review of these considerations in light of EPA guidance, available 

information and case law all lead to the conclusion that a PA for the Petitioned Area is not appropriate. 
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The Petition does not allege any specific release of a hazardous substance by any means or in any sense 

that was intended by Congress to trigger a response action under Superfund, but instead presumes that 

the presence of any concentration of a listed chemical in the regulated and permitted air emissions of 

any regulated party is enough to also presume contamination and to justifY extraordinary regulatory 

action by the EPA. The Petition is entirely speculative as to contamination. There is simply no 

evidence of a release or threat of a release and EPA • s soil sampling data from the ABC Plant confirms 

that no release has occurred that would be eligible for response under CERCLA. 

A P A under CERCLA is a "review of existing information and an off-site reconnaissance, if 

appropriate, to determine if a release may require additional investigation or action. A P A may include 

an on-site reconnaissance, if appropriate." ld § 300.5. A PA must be conducted for each site entered 

into the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Information System 

C'CERCLIS''), EPA's computerized inventory of releases addressed or needing to be addressed by the 

Superfund program. Thus, before performing a PA, EPA must first determine whether a site should be 

entered into CERCUS. EPA issued pre-CERCUS screening guidance in 1999 to assist regional offices 

in conducting the initial low-cost look at potential sites to ensure that uncontaminated sites or sites 

ineligible for CERCLA are not unnecessarily entered into CERCUS. See EPA Office of Emergency 

and Remedial Response, lmprol'ing Site Assessme111: Pre-CERLIS Screening Assessments, EPA-540-F-

98-039 (Oct. 1999). http://www.epa.gov/suoerfimd!sites/npllhrsres/fact/sascreen.pdf (hereinafter, "Pre­

CERCUS Screening Guidance''). After a site has been entered into CERCLIS, the P A is the first step 

EPA takes to determine whether a site warrants Superfund response. 

EPA's Pre-CERCLIS Screening Guidance sets forth specific criteria for determining whether a 

site should be entered into CERCUS, and accordingly, whether performance of a PA is appropriate. 

Importantly, pre-CERCUS screening applies to citizen-petitioned sites as well: 
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Citizen-petitioned sites are eligible for pre-CERCUS screening assessments and must 
meet the same criteria. According to Section 1 05( d) of CERCLA, EPA must perform a 
P A or provide an explanation for why the PA was not appropriate within 12 months of 
receiving the petition. The Pre-CERCLIS Screening Assessment Checklist/Decision 
Form (see Attachment A) or equivalent documentation may be used to support the 
decision to enter the site into CERCUS and perform a PA or to explain to the petitioner 
why a P A is not appropriate. 

/d. at 3. EPA's Pre-CERCUS Screening Guidance provides, in pertinent part, that, a site should not be 

entered into CERCUS if: 

• There is sufficient documentation that clearly demonstrates that there is no 
potential for a release that could cause adverse environmental or human health 
impacts (e.g., a completed EPA-approved risk assessment showing no risk). 

• Site data are insufficient to determine CERCUS entry (e.g., based on potentially 
unreliable sources or with no information to support the presence of hazardous 
substances or CERCLA-eligible pollutants and contaminants). 

• The hazardous substance release at the site is deferred by policy considerations 
(e.g., RCRA Corrective Action). 

/d. As is evident from the discussion of the ABC Plant and the 35th Avenue Superfund Site, each of 

these criteria militate strongly against including the Petitioned Area on the CERCUS and, accordingly, 

compel the conclusion that the Petition should be denied. Specifically, as referenced earlier, the Tarrant 

Elementary School Study and multiple other nearby EPA-approved risk assessments show no 

unacceptable risk to human health for the area. Moreover, Jefferson County is in attainment with all 

NAAQS and there is no information supporting the Petition's presumption of a release of hazardous 

substances to the Petitioned Area. EPA should also deny the petition because GASP relies solely on an 

unproven "air emissions" pathway of contamination that is not supported by the facts or the law. 

Although a PA for the Petitioned Area is inappropriate, if EPA proceeds and conducts a P A, 

there is sufficient evidence available to support a determination that there is no need for a removal 

action with respect to the Petitioned Area. The principles guiding the performance of a PA are to, inter 

alia, eHminate areas that do not pose threats to public health or the environment and determine whether 
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there is a need for a removal action. See 40 C.F.R. § 300.420(b)(l)(i)-(ii). '"A remedial PA shall consist 

of a review of existing information about a release such as information on the pathways of exposure, 

exposure targets, and source and nature of release." ld § 300.420(b)(2). It '"shalr' include off-site 

reconnaissance as appropriate and "may" include onsite reconnaissance as appropriate. !d. Although 

'"onsite reconnaissance" may be appropriate in some cases, here, where EPA, the Alabama Department 

of Environmental Management ("ADEM"), and JCDH have already visited the plant on many occasions 

and taken and analyzed samples of all relevant media. no further on-site reconnaissance is warranted. 

The scope of a P A is limited to existing information. According to EPA guidance, P A 

investigators collect "readily available infonnation and conduct a site and environs reconnaissance." 

See EPA, Guidance for Performing Preliminary Assessments under CERCLA. EP A/540/G-91 /013, at 2 

(Sept. 1991 ), http://www.eoa.gov/superfund/sites/npl/hrsres/pa/paguidance.pdf (hereinafter, .. PA 

Guidance"). EPA uses a truncated approach to scoring sites during the PA, in recognition of the fact 

that the scope is limited. !d. at 5. Since the focus of the PA is the existing record, file searches are a 

large component of EPA's investigation. "'Documents of particular interest during the file search 

include site sketches, inspection reports, aerial photographs, permit applications. hazardous waste 

handling notification forms ... waste hauling manifests. analytical sampling results, records of citizen 

complaints, records of violations, and court orders." !d. at 21. EPA will not only review its own 

regional office files, but will also review state files. !d. at 22. 

With respect to air pathways of exposure. EPA • s PA Guidance directs the agency to focus on the 

likelihood of hazardous substances migrating from the site to the air, and to evaluate targets within a 4-

mile radius. ld. at 126. Importantly, the list of suspected release considerations for the air pathway 

suggests that a PA is not intended for all facilities that hold air permits. Specifically, the questions ask 

whether odors are currently reported, whether a release has been directly observed (with examples given 
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such as windblown particulates from waste piles and dust clouds from high wind events, uot releases 

from an emissions stack), reports of adverse health effects potentially resulting from migration of 

hazardous substances through the air (such as complaints of headaches, nausea, dizziness), and whether 

analytical or circumstantial evidence suggests a release to the air. 5 ld at 127-128. 

The P A culminates with the development of a report, which \\rill make a recommendation of 

whether further action is warranted. 40 C.F.R. § 300.420(b)(4)(iii). EPA may use the EPA Preliminary 

Assessment fonn, or its equivalent, to prepare the PA report, which shall include: '"(i) a description of 

the release; (ii) a description of the probable nature of the release; and (iii) a recommendation on 

whether further action is warranted, which lead agency should conduct further action. and whether an Sl 

[site inspection] or removal action or both should be undertaken." !d. EPA also encourages the use of 

Abbreviated Preliminary Assessments ("APA'') instead of full PAs to save the agency time and 

resources in situations where a full PA may not be necessary. EPA guidance regarding APAs provides 

that, in the case of a citizen petition pursuant to CERCLA section I 05( d) (where the agency determines 

that a PA is necessary}, a brief AP A report with a completed Abbreviated Pre/iminaiJ' Assessment 

Checklist or equivalent documentation. meets the CERCLA and National Contingency Plan 

requirements for a PA. See EPA Office of Emergency and Remedial Response Site Assessment Team. 

Improving Site Assessment: Abb1·eviated Preliminmy Assessments, EPA-540-F-98-037 (Oct. 

1999), http://www.epa.gov/superfund/sites/npl/hrsres/fact/apa.pdf. 

sIn response to comments on ABC Coke's Draft Title V pennit in June 2014, JCDH addressed many of these issues. See 

JCDH, .. Questions & Comments from Public Comment Period and Public Hearing for ABC Coke" (2014) (Exhibit 3). 

Specifically, in response to comments regarding air pollution and soot at Presbyterian Manor housing, JCDH stated that the 

results of an indoor air assessment of the housing facility inspection did not reflect the conditions outlined in the comments. 

JCDH noted clean conditions and no evidence of soot deposition inside the apartments or in the air handling systems for the 

building. In response to comments regarding the odor and fugitive dust provisions of the permit, JCDH said the permit terms 

had been approved by ADEM and were appropriate and federally enforceable. Moreover, JCDH said that, based on the latest 

inspection completed at the facility, ABC Coke is currently in compliance with the odor and fugitive dust provisions of its 

penn it. With respect to comments regarding health, JCDH noted the findings of the Tarrant Elementary School Study and 

stated that it uses federal standards developed by EPA. including NESHAPs to reduce, control or eliminate air toxics and 

protect public health. 
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The decision of the Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia in Mead Corp. v. Browner, 

100 F.3d 152 (D.C. Cir. 1996), presents facts remarkably similar to those here and strongly supports a 

conclusion that the Petitioned Area would not be eligible for response under CERCLA. The Court 

reversed EPA's decision adding a former coke plant site to the National Priorities List ("NPL"), where, 

as here, there was no evidence of a release presenting a threat to health or the environment at the coke 

plant site, and the listing was based on the risk from two other sites based on EPA's since repealed 

·'Aggregation Policy." 

The Court ftrst noted the strong policy reasons for not lumping low risk sites with high risk sites 

under CERCLA: 

[S]ites placed on the NPL become eligible for funds from the Superfund for remedial 
action on the site. 40 C.F.R. § 300.425(b)(l). While the availability of these funds might 
be seen as only benefitting PRPs, once EPA has funds to clean up a site, it gains 
bargaining leverage over parties such as Mead. EPA could, for example, propose an 
expensive remedial operation at the Coke Plant Site (for which Mead's status as a former 
owner would provide a plausible basis for a claim that it was a PRP, see CERCLA § 
107(a)(2), 42 U.S.C. § 9607(a)(2) (reaching owner or operator of a facility at a time of 
disposal of hazardous substances)), and use that threat to pressure Mead to contribute 
towards cleaning up the creek. 

!d. at 155. The Court's reasoning is directly on point in the current situation. The Petition is speculative 

and presumptive rather than specific as to some release or known contamination because it is actually a 

very thinly-veiled attack on ABC and its plant by both inviting EPA to create a new Superfund site near 

the plant and implying a connection of some sort between ABC and the 35th A venue Superfund Site. 

The quoted decision of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the D.C. Circuit makes clear that EPA should 

reject such attempts and invitations to abuse its authority and responsibility under the law. CERCLA is 

not the appropriate mechanism to pressure owners of no/low risk sites, such as ABC, who already 

provide employment for those communities and pay taxes, to fund the agenda of private interest groups. 

The Court in Mead reversed EPA's decision to list the remote coke site on the NPL concluding that 
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lumping low risk sites with high risk sites, as Petitioners seek to do here, was both unreasonable and 

inconsistent with Congressional intent. As the Court noted: 

[W]hen Congress detected that EPA's "1982 HRS resulted in the listing of a 

disproportionate number of high volume, low toxicity hazardous waste sites," 938 F.2d at 

1303, it stepped in with the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 and 

required EPA to amend the HRS to make sure that it "accurately assesses the relative 

degree of risk to human health and the environment posed by sites and facilities subject 

to review." CERCLA § 105(c)(1), 42 U.S.C. § 9605(c)(l). The idea that Congress 

implicitly allowed EPA broad discretion to lump low-risk sites together with high-risk 

sites, and thereby to transform the one into the other, is anything but reasonable." 

!d. at 156. EPA should reject Petitioners' attempt to induce the agency to follow an equally legally 

perilous path and deny the Petition. 

IV. A PRELil\UNARY ASSESSMENT IS NOT APPROPRIATE FOR THE 

PETITIONED AREA AND UNDER THE STANDARDS APPLICABLE TO 

PRELil\UNARY ASSESSEMENTS THE AVAILABLE DATA INDICATES 

THAT NO CERCLA RESPONSE IS WARRANTED. 

The foregoing standards compel the conclusion that EPA should deny the Petition because (1) 

there is no credible evidence that a release has occurred and (2) even if an alfeged release has occurred it 

would not warrant a CERCLA response. GASP provides no data or information to support its 

allegations that a release has occurred. Instead, GASP assumes that because there is contamination at 

the 351
h Avenue Superfund Site, there must be contamination around ABC Plant (more than a mile 

away). However, this assumption is unfounded because of the profound differences between the ABC 

Plant and the 35th A venue Superfund Site and actual data from the ABC Plant already collected by EPA 

directly contradict this assumption. Even the very limited reasoning cited by GASP fails to support its 

case. The Petition relies upon a wind rose to support the proposition that air emissions from the ABC 

Plant have affected populations in the Petitioned Area. However, the predominant wind patterns in the 

wind rose show that any emissions from the ABC Plant would not result in deposition in the Petitioned 

Area and ABC's excellent environmental compliance record assures that there are no significant 

emissions that could cause such an impact. This lack of an impact is confirmed by health assessments 
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showing that sensitive populations in Tarrant and Inglenook have not been adversely affected by any air 

emissions. 

First, the Petition's assumption that contaminants similar to those found at the 35th Avenue 

Superfund Site are also likely present in the Petitioned Area as a result of ABC Coke's emissions is 

unfounded. The profound differences between the ABC Plant and the 35th Avenue Superfund Site 

compel a different conclusion. As described above, the Walter/U.S. Pipe plant operations included blast 

furnaces, foundries, other metal working operations, waste piles, and waste disposal entirely absent from 

the ABC Plant site. Moreover, the 35th A venue Superfund Site is surrounded by dozens of other 

industrial facilities, including pipe manufacturing facilities, asphalt batch plants, quarries, and many 

more facilities. 6 In addition, Walter Coke, a furnace coke plant, uses feedstock with 30% more volatile 

hazardous components than the feedstock used by ABC's foundry plant. 

In addition, where there are many on-site solid waste disposal areas within the more limited 

Walter plant site, including huge refuse piles along its fence line, there are no such features on the ABC 

Plant site. ABC's 2012 CERCLA § 104(e) response states that, "for the first thirty years of the 

Facility's operations, coal tar sludge was stored on the property. This material was entirely removed 

about 1950 and all accumulated material was charged into the furnace and recycled. Currently, all tar is 

recycled into the process and ADEM has determined that it is excluded from regulation ... " ABC reuses 

all materials from the coke plant process that might become waste in its process and has no refuse piles 

onsite. Moreover, while there is documented groundwater contamination onsite at the Walter plant that 

6 Walter Coke identified seventy-si.x other facilities as "in the area," and in response, EPA sent notice letters to some of these 
facilities, including ABC, for potential Superfund site releases for the 35111 Avenue Superfund Site. In response, ABC Coke 
has provided EPA with evidence as to why it is not a liable party and is working with EPA with respect to clarifying the 
matter. ABC is the only recipient of the potentially responsible party ("PRP") notice letters not located in North 
Binningham. In any event, a PRP notice letter does not establish liability under the Superfund statute or any other provision 
of law. See In re Combustion Equip. Associates, Inc., 838 F.2d 35, 38 (2d Cir. I 988); see also Manville Corp. v. United 
States, 139 B.R. 97, 107 (S.D.N.Y. 1992) (EPA identification of a party who "may be liable along with a large number of 
other potentially responsible parties" did not constitute detennination of liability). 
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extends off-site, there is no documentation of groundwater contamination at ABC Plant which has been 

extensively tested by EPA. Similarly, very significant contamination was found in the Walter 

wastewater treatment system and associated drainage features, which have potentially flooded onto 

neighboring properties. No such contamination and no such potential for flooding exist at the ABC 

Plant. Most significantly, as noted above, on-site soil samples taken by EPA from the industrial soils 

actually on the ABC Plant site showed that levels of all contaminants of concern were less than EPA's 

RMLs for residential areas. 

The ABC Plant and the Petitioned Area are more than a mile from the 351
h Avenue Superfund 

Site and the industrial/residential makeup of the area is different. Unlike the current residences in the 

35th Avenue Superfund Site, where residential areas are directly adjacent to both industrial and disposal 

areas. the ABC Plant is separated from any residential areas by both vacant land and a busy highway. 

While many of the residential areas at the 35th A venue Superfund Site were once company housing 

owned by Sloss, this is not true of the areas around the ABC Plant. 

Moreover, the results ofEPA testing from within the 35th Avenue Superfund Site indicate that air 

emissions alone are not the source of soil contamination and that coke plant air emissions are likely not 

the source. Specifically, Walter Coke has made submissions to EPA showing that the contaminants 

found in the residential properties surrounding its plant have an entirely different profile from coke plant 

emissions. This may be consistent with the extensive blast furnace, foundry and other metal-working 

operations at the Walter/U.S. Pipe complex and the different emissions profiles of blast furnaces and 

other metal working operations. However, the sporadic concentrations of the contaminants of concern, 

shown in Figure 1, indicate that it is more likely that fill materiaJs 7 or activities unrelated to industry and 

1 Notably, there are no records and there is no evidence indicating that ABC has ever provided materia's offsite for use as filL 
Unlike the other potentially responsible parties ("PRPs") for the 35111 Avenue Superfund Site, EPA's only theory of liability 
for ABC at the 35111 Avenue Superfund Site is air deposition. Therefore, in the event EPA does investigate the Petitioned 
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wholly unrelated to coke plant emissions are the source. The literature reports that levels of lead and 

arsenic significantly exceeding EPA's RMLs can be found in many residential areas from a wide variety 

of residential use patterns, such as lead paint applied to houses, lead emissions from use of leaded 

gasoline, use of arsenic and lead in commonly applied pesticides, and arsenic in treated wood products 

formerly commonly used in residential construction. In addition, P AHs are found in asphalt used in 

residential properties. Indeed, levels of lead and other heavy metals along many highways significantly 

exceed EPA RMLs and Congress specifically defmed "release" to exclude emissions from mobile 

sources to prevent limited Superfund dollars from being expended to cleanup thousands of miles of road 

right-of-way. 8 Moreover, neither lead nor arsenic are found in coke oven emissions at appreciable 

levels, and emissions from mobile sources are the most common source ofbenzo(a)pyrene. The cleanup 

efforts at the 35th Avenue Superfund Site tend to confirm that coke plant emissions are not the source of 

the contamination found there. Soil removal is occurring on only portions of properties (e.g., soil 

removal may occur in a portion of a front yard, but no removal in the back yard), suggesting that the 

contamination arises for disparate patterns of disposal of fill materials, residential uses and mobile 

sources. 

Area and finds sporadic contamination similar to that found at the 35th Avenue Superfund Site (indicating fill material as the 
likely source), ABC Coke is not responsible. 
8 42 U.S.C. § 9601(22) (definition of .. release"). Some EPA representatives have confused the use of the tenn "release" in 
CERCLA. The tenn "release" is not used in section 107 of CERCLA, which defines liability, but appears in section 104, 
which defines the limits of EPA's response authority. Because mobile sources cannot cause a release, EPA lacks the 
authority to conduct a response action to address releases from mobile sources under section 104 because liability requires a 
"release" or "threat of release." This also means that the costs to clean up contamination resulting from mobile source 
emissions cannot be costs of response which are recoverable from any party under section I 07 because a response action 
must occur to be taken in response to a "release" or "threat of release." Mobile and stationary sources of air pollution are 
also, however, excluded from liability under section I 07 due to the fact that air emissions do not constitute "disposal" as 
defined in CERCLA and RCRA, and arranger liability requires disposal or arranging for disposal. See 42 U.S.C. 9607 (a)(3) 
(establishing arranger liability); 42 U.S.C. § 9601(29)(defining disposal under CERCLA); 42 USC 6903 (3) (defining 
disposal under RCRA); 42 U.S.C. § 9601(29) (RCRA definition of solid waste, which does not include uncontained gases); 
Center for Community Action and Environmental Justice v. BNSF Railway Co., 2014 WL 4085860 at *10 (9th Cir. 2014) 
(Ninth Circuit concluded that emitting diesel particulate matter into the air does not constitute a disposal under RCRA); 
Hefter v. AK Steel, 1991 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 9852 (S.D. Ohio 1997). 
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The Petition is founded on the incorrect assumption that because ABC Coke's annual reports of 

air emissions include some hazardous air pollutants, EPA should presume that Superfund-level soil 

contamination will be found in the adjacent neighborhoods and that ABC should be presumed 

responsible. All air emissions from the ABC Plant, including hazardous air po1lutants, are regulated 

under the CAA operating permit for that facility, which is issued by the JCDH with oversight by EPA 

and pursuant to EPA standards for emission of hazardous air pollutants. Not only is ABC in compliance 

with the health based emission limitations in its permit, but its proactive approach to environmental 

compliance resulted in EPA using the ABC Plant as a model to develop applicable NESI 1APs. 

Coke by-products facilities such as ABC Coke are heavily regulated under federal and state laws. 

In addition to other air regulations, ABC is subject to numerous industry-specific federal standards 

which limit the air emissions from the facility, including: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

40 C.F.R. Part 60, Subpart Db: Standards of Performance for Industrial­
Commercial-Institutional Steam Generating Units 

40 C.F.R. Part 60, Subpart PP: Standard of Performance for Ammonium Sulfate 
Manufacturing 

40 C.F.R. Part 61, Subpart L: National Emission Standard for Benzene Emissions 
from Coke By-Products Recovery Plant 

40 C.F.R. Part 61, Subpart V: National Emission Standard for Equipment Leaks 
(Fugitive Emission Sources) 

40 C.F.R. Part 61, Subparts FF: National Emission Standard for Benzene Waste 
Operations 

40 C.F.R. Part 63, Subpart L: National Emission Standard for Coke Oven 
Batteries 

40 C.F.R. Part 63, Subpart ZZZZ: National Emission Standard Stationary 
Reciprocating Internal Combustion Engines (RICE) 

40 C.F.R. Part 63, Subpart CCCCC: National Emission Standard for Hazardous 
Air Pollutants for Coke Ovens: Pushing, Quenching and Battery Stacks. 
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These and other applicable substantive rules in ABC's operating pennit are the result of years of 

development and notice and conunent rulemak.ing. The basis for these rules is the CAA, and the aim of 

these rules is to address health risk and protect human health and the environment so as to enforce the 

CAA's goal of'~protect[ing] and enhanc[ing] the quality of the Nation~s air resources so as to promote 

the public health and welfare and the productive capacity of its population." 42 U.S.C. § 740l(b) 

(emphasis added). 

The CAA requires that state regulations control emissions of criteria pollutants, including fine 

particulate (PM2s), so that those emissions do not cause or contribute to any exceedence ofNAAQS or 

interfere with maintenance of the NAAQS. Id § 7410. The NAAQS are established and regularly 

updated to use the latest science to prescribe maximum levels of air contaminants sufficient to protect 

the most sensitive individuals with an adequate margin of safety. ld § 7409. In addition, the CAA 

required EPA to prepare a list of hazardous air pollutants and promulgate emission standards "at the 

level which . . . provides ample margin of safety to protect public health from such hazardous air 

pollutants." 54 Fed. Reg. 38,044 (Sept. 14. 1989). The resulting regulations were the NESHAP 

standards. which govern the HAP emissions at the ABC Plan4 including the constituents of interest in 

the Petition. In fact, EPA has clearly stated that its suite of coke oven regulations "'meets-and in some 

cases exceeds-the environmental goals of the coke oven provisions in the Clean Air Act.'' U.S. EPA, 

Fact Sheet, Coke Oven NESHAP. at 3, http://www.epagov/airtoxics/coke/cokefactpdf. 

Particularly with respect to coke ovens, EPA very conservatively overestimated risk to provide 

greater protection of hwnan health: 

In this risk assessment the use of these assumptions is likely to result in 
our overestimating the maximum individual risk and the magnitude of risk 
experienced by individual members of the population. 

69 Fed. Reg. 48,338, 48,346-347 (Aug. 9, 2004) (proposed rule). Further, 
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(W]e [EPA] acknowledge a probable overestimate of emission levels in 

detennining that risk and overall incidence is probably less than the 

maximum estimated levels. For the final rule amendments adopted today, 
years of monitoring data show that actual emissions have been 

consistently lower than allowable levels. 

70 Fed. Reg. 19,992, 19,998 (Apr. 15, 2005). 

ABC goes considerably beyond the minimum federal requirements governing air contaminants, 

as is evident from the fact that EPA used the ABC Plant as a model to develop the coke plant 

NESHAPs. ABC has implemented voluntary controls and practices to lower particulate matter ("PM") 

emissions and hazardous air pollutant emissions. ABC voluntarily installed an additional fabric filter 

collector/baghouse and replaced older baghouses with new, more efficient fabric filter collectors to 

control emissions associated with pushing operations, improving efficiencies by 200%. ABC uses 

additional gas blanketing in the by-products process to control HAPs. To control fugitive dust, ABC 

uses a wet dust suppression system, paved roads, and a vacuum truck to remove dust from the roads. 

See Jefferson County Department of Health, Title V Operating Permit Evaluation for ABC Coke, at 4 

(Nov. 7, 2013) (Exhibit 4). Furthermore, in order to be conservative in its emissions reporting, ABC 

overstates emissions in its reports to JCDH, and reports emissions for more pollutants that it is required 

to by law (e.g., ethylene). ABC's residual risk calculation required under section 112 has demonstrated 

that these measures have eliminated any risks exceeding the congressionally mandated standard. 

Even if there were, contrary to this evidence, more significant emissions from the ABC Plant, 

they would not reach the areas that are the subject of the Petition, much less cause soil contamination 

there. The Petition includes a wind rose from the Birmingham airport documenting wind patterns from 

January I, 1970 through October 2013. Notably, the wind patterns documented in the wind rose do not 

support Petitioners' argument that wind currents carried contaminants from the ABC Plant onto their 

property. The three predominant winds on the wind rose show wind from the north to south, south to 

north, and northeast to southwest. As shown in Figure 2, the wind patterns cover only a small sliver of 
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the area allegedly impacted by the ABC Plant's emissions.9 Moreover, as evident from the map 

included in the Petition, Figure 3, both petitioners' properties are separated from the ABC Plant by 

Highway 79 (identified by blue arrows). As noted earlier, mobile sources are one of the most common 

sources of benzo(a)pyrene, as well as lead, which was not removed from gasoline until 1995, and other 

heavy metals. 

The Petition assumes air deposition is a sound basis for presuming soil contamination and that 

the area around any permitted facility that emits a hazardous air pollutant regulated under Section 112 of 

the CAA (NESHAPs) would potentially be subject to a PA. The logic underlying the Petition would 

suggest that EPA should conduct a PA around every site regulated under section 112 of the CAA if any 

similar site shows contamination. Extended to its illogical extreme, this would require a P A of 

properties surrounding every chemical plant, refinery, metal working plant, coal-fired power plant, 

smelter, steel mill, glass plant, paper plant, other major sources regulated under section I I 2, and even 

dry cleaners and other area sources regulated under section 1 I 2. Section 112 of the CAA already 

requires a reduction of hazardous air pollutants to the maximum degree of reductions achievable, and 

empowers EPA to consider pollutants' health thresholds, where established, in establishing emissions 

standards. 42 U.S.C. § 7412(d)(2), (d)(4). As a practical matter, resource constrained EPA cannot do a 

PA at every permitted facility in the country that emits hazardous air pollutants. Needless to say, the 

9 In general, the two predominant wind patterns identified in the wind rose in GASP's petition are consistent with wind roses 
from other studies. However, the third most predominant wind direction shown in the wind rose, northeast to southwest, was 
not a predominant wind in the other wind roses included in prior studies, including the 2009 Birmingham Air Toxics Study 
(BATS) (measuring wind patterns from July 2005 through June 2006), the 2013 North Birmingham Air Toxics rusk 
Assessment (measwing wind patterns from June 201 I to August 2012), the 2009 Tarrant Elementary School Study 
(measuring wind patterns from August to November 2009), and wind roses from the Birmingham airport (measuring wind 
patterns from 2002 to 2007 and from August to November 2009). These wind roses showed the following three predominant 
winds: 

• 
• 

• 
• 
• 

13S~9911 

2009 BATS: north to south, south to north, and west to east; 
2013 North Birmingham Air Toxics Risk Assessment: north to south, southeast to northwest, and northwest 
to southeast; 
2009 Tarrant Elementary School Study: southeast to northwest (top two) and east to west; 
Airport (2002-2007): north to south, south to north, and east to west; 
Airport (Aug.-Nov. 2009): east to west, north to south, and southeast to northwest . 

22 



logic is inconsistent with the law governing the establishment of response priorities under CERCLA. 

Mead C01p. v. Browner, 100 F.3d 152, 156 (D.C. Cir. 1996). 

Acceptance of GASP's air emissions theory could have significant ramifications for the City of 

Tarrant, the City of Birmingham, and business and industry within Binningham or any city. Under such 

a theory, boundaries of a Superfund site would never be clearly defined and would be subject to 

continued expansion in an area with multiple permitted air emissions facilities, inconsistent with the 

Mead decision. EPA itself has admitted that pursuing Superfund liability on the basis of air emissions 

alone is a novel approach. Moreover, and as noted earlier, it is clear from EPA's PA Guidance that EPA 

envisioned air pathways for Superfund liability to encompass deposition from waste piles and dusty site 

conditions rather than regulated emissions from a stack. See PA Guidance at 127. 

Granting the Petition would also be inconsistent with congressionally mandated consideration of 

actual health based studies, all of which indicate that there is no significant risk from air or other 

exposures in Tarrant and the areas surrounding the ABC Plant. EPA's Pre-CERCUS Screening 

Guidance provides that a site should not be entered into CERCUS, and therefore no PA is required for a 

site, if, among other reasons, an EPA-approved risk assessment for the area shows no risk. 

1) 2009 Tarrant Elementary School Study 

In 2009, EPA conducted air monitoring at the Tarrant Elementary School as part of its national 

initiative to monitor air toxics around certain schools. The monitor at Tarrant Elementary School is 

approximately 400 yards from the ABC Plant. 10 EPA performed air monitoring from August 5, 2009, 

through November 24, 2009, for key pollutants based on emissions from nearby sources, including lead 

in total suspended particulates ("'TSP''), benzene and volatile organic compounds ("VOCs''), arsenic and 

HI This monitor not only reflected contributions from ABC Coke, but from all sources in the area, including mobile sources, 
which provides more accurate data than a specific study related to one facility. 
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other metals including PM 10, and benzo(a)pyrene and other PAHs. See Tarrant Elementary School 

Study. 

The results demonstrated that measured concentrations of lead were below the NAAQS for lead. 

Further, as shown in Figure 4, levels of pollutants "associated with coke plants'' (according to EPA) 11 , 

including benzene, arsenic, (PM Jo), and benzo(a)pyrene, were all below the levels of significant concern 

for long term exposures, and lower than previously suggested by modeling data. EPA noted that these 

pollutants may also come from other sources such as motor vehicles and gas stations. Based on these 

results, EPA decided that it was not necessary to extend air toxics monitoring at this school. 

The results of the Tarrant Elementary School Study are the most representative assessment data 

available for evaluating air quality and risks associated with air toxics in the area immediately 

surrounding the ABC Plant (i.e., Tarrant). The study revealed concentrations of benzo(a)pyrene, 

arsenic, and other pollutants below the levels of significant concern. Therefore, this study constitutes 

an EPA-approved risk assessment showing no unacceptable health risk, and accordingly, entry of the 

Petitioned Area into CERCUS and performance of a PA for the area is not appropriate. 

2) North Birmingham Air Toxics Risk Assessment 

In March 2013, EPA issued the '·North Birmingham Air Toxics Risk Assessment," a risk 

assessment study that evaluated ambient air toxics and the resulting human health risk assessment 

(chronic and acute) in four North Birmingham communities. See EPA's 2013 North Birmingham Study 

at 1. The study analyzed data from four monitors in the North Birmingham area, which included the 

same Shuttlesworth monitor that was used in the 2009 Birmingham Air Toxics study issued by JCDH. 

See JCDH Environmental Health Services, Air and Radiation Protection Division, Birmingham Air 

11 In the Tarrant Elementary School Study, EPA suggested that many of the emissions it was monitoring were "associated 
with coke plants." ABC Coke notes that this description is overbroad as it relates to some pollutants such as arsenic, which is 
not consistent with coke oven emissions. 
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Toxics Study, at 7 (Feb. 2009), available at httP://www.epa.goy/region4/air/airjoxic/2005-2006-

Birmingham-Air-Toxics-Stydy-Final-Report.odf (hereinafter, ''JCDH' s 2008 BAT Stud)'). 

Although the results of EPA's 2013 North Birmingham Study are more reflective of impacts 

from industries within the 35th Avenue Superfund Site than impacts from the ABC Coke facility, EPA 

found. among other things, that the long-term cancer risks calculated at each of the four monitoring sites 

fell within EPA's range of acceptability. See EPA's 2013 North Birmingham Study at I. EPA and 

JCDH have stated that the acceptable cancer risk range is lxl0-6 to lxl0-4. Jd. ("excess cancer risks that 

range between lxl0-6 to lxl0-4 are considered to be acceptable"); See JCDH's 2009 BAT Study (JCDH 

adopted EPA's acceptable risk level range of lxl0-6 to lxl04 for cancer). Additionally, EPA reported 

that it is unlikely that adverse non-cancer affects will occur as a result of long-term exposures. EPA • s 

2013 North Binningham Study at 41. EPA also noted that its ''sampling and laboratory analysis process 

was subject to rigorous quality assurance/quality control procedures." ld at 1. 

Further, the results of this study with regard to Iong.:term cancer risk and non-cancer health 

hazards from long term exposures were lower at the Shuttlesworth monitor than a similar study 

conducted by JCDH in 2009}1 See JCDH·s 2009 BAT Study. Benzene levels also decreased at this 

monitor from the levels reported in JCDH's 2009 BAT Study. as did manganese levels, the highest 

contributor to non-cancer hazard effects. 

3) 2014 ATSDR Evaluation 

On August 11, 2014. at the direction of EPA Region IV, ATSDR published a public health 

assessment. To prepare the report. ATSDR collected relevant health data, environmental data, and 

community health concerns from EPA, state and local health and environmental agencies, the 

12 The Shuttlesworth monitor is closer to another industrial coking facility, and is approximately 1.5 miles away from ABC 

Coke. The data collected by the Shuttlesworth monitor is not consistent with ABC Coke's emissions, and also includes 

mobile source emissions and area source emissions, etc. See EPA's 2013 North Binningham Study at 8. Moreover, even if 

the Shuttlesworth monitor reflects some contribution from ABC Coke, the resulting air quality is at acceptable risk levels in 

any event 
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community, and industry to determine if people are being exposed to hazardous substances and, if so, 

whether that exposure is hannful and should be stopped or reduced. Specifically, ATSDR evaluated air 

samples collected from the three 35th Avenue communities in 2005/2006, 2009, and 2011/2012. In sum, 

A TSDR concluded that past short-tenn exposures and past and current long-term exposures to 

particulate matter ("PM") could have resulted in harmful effects to sensitive individuals (e.g., people 

with asthma, chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, and cardiovascular disease) but not the general 

public. ATSDR Evaluation at 9-10. Additionally, ATSDR concluded that ''[t]he current estimated 

cumulative cancer risks from air contaminants in North Birmingham are within EPA's target risk range'' 

and that levels of air contaminants (volatile organic compounds, semi-volatile organic compounds, 

carbonyls and metals) are not likely to result in harmful noncancerous health effects. ld at 10. 

4) 2014 JCDH Death Rates Comparison Report 

On August 6, 2014, JCDH released a report that compared various rates of death and birth 

outcomes for residents in the North Binningham communities of Collegeville, Fainnont and Harriman 

Park to residents of the remainder of Jefferson County for the ten year period of2000-2009. See 2014 

JCDH Death Rate Comparison Report (Exhibit 2). In sum, JCDH found no excess cancer due to 

pollution in the North Birmingham communities. Specifically, the study concluded that the overall 

death rate for all causes of death combined, deaths from all cancers combined and for the following 

cancers individually: breast, leukemia, liver and lung were statistically the same between residents of the 

North Binningham neighborhoods and the rest of Jefferson County. In addition, the death rates from 

asthma and COPD (Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease) were statistically the same between 

residents in Collegeville, Fainnont and Harriman Park compared to the rest of the county. Similarly, the 

rates of infant mortality, still births and birth defects were statistically the same between the 

neighborhoods and the county. Experts with the Alabama Cancer Registry also looked at cancer rates 
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among African-Americans in North Birmingham (zip code 35207) compared to African-Americans in 

the rest of Alabama during 2002-2011, and found no significant differences among the types of cancers 

known to be associated with air, water and soil pollution. 

As shown by these studies and assessments, air quality in North Birmingham and the Petitioned 

Area is not adversely affecting public health or the environment. Accordingly, the Petitioned Area is not 

eligible for entry into CERCUS and performance of a PA for the Petitioned Area is inappropriate. 

V. CONCLUSION 

EPA should deny the Petition because Petitioners have provided no evidence of a release or 

threat of release that might require a response at the ABC Plant or the Petitioned Area. Furthermore, all 

available evidence indicates that there has been no release or threat of release that might require a 

response, and applicable health assessments confirm that there is no risk to health or the environment in 

the Petitioned Area. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/s Steven G. McKinney 
Richard E. Glaze, Jr. 
Steven G. McKinney 
Balch & Bingham LLP 
190 I Sixth Avenue North, Suite 1500 
Birmingham, AL 35203-4642 
rglaze@balch.com 
smckinney@balch.com 

Robert B. McKinstry, Jr. 
Jennifer E. Drust 
Ballard Spahr, LLP 
1 73 5 Market Street, 51st Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
Telephone: (215) 864-8208 
Email: mckinstry@ballardspahr.com 

Attorneys for ABC Coke 
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Figure 1 

Pattern ofExceedences at 3sJh Avenue Superfund Site 
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Figure 2 

Wind Rose Compared to Allegedly Affected Area 
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See GASP Petition: Wind Rose for Binningham Airport from 1970-2013 and outline of 

residential area allegedly impacted by ABC Coke's emissions. 
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Figure3 

Map Showing Separation of Petitioners' Properties from ABC Plant 

Locutions of .\BC Coke nnd t•ctitioners· ltcsidcnces 

See GASP Petition: Location of ABC Coke and Petitioners' Residences. 
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Figure 4 

Results of Tarrant Health Risk Assessment 

K-v ........ ""-* 
.,_ I lfR,_ ..... NoD-fliU/fDI 

G'b s ........ Ollia+wol-_, IIi j , ....... ~ V'l I , ....... _, 
_, 

s-,..la ISO 30 6..4 150 

"imu' ga..-1 

07•30/2009 

08 OS 200!t 1.74 23 2 

0811112009 1.59 BO 0.000390 8.70 

08 17 2009 037 0.25 NO 2.03 

08>'23/2009 1.09 NO L76 

OB·2ti2009 2.13 0.000120 6.64 

09.04/208 2.16 1.04 00000400 3 59 

09!10!2009 2.13 0 615 OOOOOiOO 249 

09.'1612009 0.361 NO L19 

09122/2009 1.08 0617 0.0000400 l.SS 

09121!208 206 u.o 0.00144 191 

10104/2009 144 1 OS 00000700 i91 

10/10/2009 Ll9 U1 0 000100 179 

101Hit2009 026 253 0.000170 1 65 

10/22•200!t 0 16 032 NO 2 52 

10.'28 ZOO!t 1.30 2.14 0 000210 9.87 

11101 '200!t 2.11 2.03 0 000140 2.73 

11t03 ZOO!t 267 2.91 0 000160 i 24 

11109•2009 t.34 0.502 0.0000700 3.16 

tlt12 200!t L26 2.63 0.0000600 2.36 

lli18 2009 0.37 1.16 0.0000600 

11:24 200!t 0.72 0.946 0.0000400 5.60 

NO • PoiiiiWI'l Not Detut1d 

- • S&mp4 not taken or Invalid 

See Tarrant Elementary School Study 

31 



Exhibit 1 

JCDH's Fact Sheet for ABC Title V Permit 



~; . 

1,. c· ... . 

fACT SHEET 
for DRAFT RENEWAL TITLE V OPERATING PERMIT for ABC Coke 
The Department had decided lo grant a public Information session for the draft renewal Tille V Operallng Permit for ABC Coke to be held on 

the Monday, March 31st, at6:00 pm, at Tarrant Intermediate School (In the lunchroom), located at #1 Wlfdcat Drive, Tarrant, Alabama 35071. 

The Department had also decided to grant a public hearing for the draft renewal nus V Operatlng Permit for ABC Coke to be held on 

Monday, April 14th at 1:00 pm at the Jefferson County Department ot Heahh (in Conference Room A), located at 1400 Sixth Avenue South, 

Birmingham, AL 35233. 

Major Industries facHiUes are required to receive Title V Operating 
Permits. Such Title V Operating Permits are issued by the Jelferson 
County Department of Health (Department), have terms of five (5) 
years and Include all of the applicable requirements that the Industrial 

sources must comply with. During the Initial issuance of such Tille V 
Operating Permits, the public, Alabama Department of Environmental 

Management (ADEM), the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (USEPA), and the respective company are afforded an 
opportunity to comment on the initial drafVproposed Title V Operating 
Permit In addition, the public may request a hearing on the Initial draft 
Title V Operating Perm~. 

Renewals of Title V Operating Permits are issued prior to the expiration 
elate of the previous Title V Operating Permit OR aHer the expiration date 
of the previous Tille V Operating Permit where a timely Q.e., within six (6) 
months of expiration) application has been received by the Department 
Similar to the Initial issuance ofTiUe V Operating Permits, the public, 
Alabama Department of Environmental Management (ADEM), the 
United States Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA), and the 
respedive company are afforded an opportunity to comment on the 
renewal draft/proposed Tille V Operating Permit. Similarly, the public may 
request a hearing on the renewal draft Title V Operating Permit 

Basic Operations and Emissions 

ABC Coke currently has a Tille V Operating Permit which was 
Issued on November 17, 2008 and expired on November 17, 
2013. However, In accordance with federal Title V Operating 
Permit requirements 40 CFR 70, the ABC Coke Is allowed to 
operate under the expired Tnle V Operating Permit since II 
submitted a timely permit application on May 15, 2013. 

The draft renewal Title V Operating Permit for ABC Coke was 
placed on pubOc notice with the comment period beginning 
on February 9, 2013 with an Initial comment period ending 
on March 11, 2013. The public, the facility, and ADEM had an 
opportunity to comment on the draft Title V Operating Permit 
for ABC Coke. in addition, the public has requested both a 
public hearing and a public Information session on the draft 
renewal Title V Operating Permit for ABC Coke. 

Once all comments from the public are received and 
reconciled, the draft renewal Title V Operating Permit along 
with public comments received wiU be forwarded to the 
USEPA for a 45-day review/comment period of the proposed 
draft renewal Tille V Operating Permit for ABC Coke. 

ABC Coke produces coke by "baking• coal in an oxygen-less oven, where the volatiles are removed from the 

coal (captured and refined or destroyed In the by-products plant). The coke Is then removed from the oven 

and piled/loaded for shipment to end users. 

Total combined process/source emissions result In classlllcation ot the faclUty as an actual major source of 

particulate matter (PM), sulfur oxides (SOx), nitrogen oxide (NOx), carbon monOlllde (CO), volalile organic 

compounds (VOCs). and hazardous air pollutants (HAP). In the year 2013, total tacWity actual emissions of the 

above pollutants were estimated to be 481.51 tpy, 1866 tpy, 1041 tpy, 460 tpy, 135 tpy, and 24.331py, respectively. 

Additions since the Previous Permit 
ABC Coke has added, voluntarily, controls and practices to lower particulate and HAP emissions 

No new emission sources were added to the facility since the last permit renewal; however two existing 

emergency generators were added to the permit due to new regulations. These generators are an 

lnsignlflcant source of emissions but by rule are Included in the permll with conditions. 

No physical increases in emissions sources were added whNe controls for PM and HAPs were Increased 

resulting In lower potential emissions from these sources. 

Compliance Status. 
ABC Coke is currently In compliance with all appUcable air pollution rules and Legulatlons. 

}EFFERSON CouNTY 
DEPARTMENT Of HEALTH 



Exhibit 2 

2014 JCDH Death Rates Comparison Report 



Summary from the Comparison of Death Rates and Birth Outcomes of 

African-Americans Living in CoUegeville, Fairmont and Harriman Park to 

African-Americans Living in the Rest of Jefferson County, Alabama 

The Jefferson County Department of Health, using birth and death records maintained by the 

Alabama Department of Public Health, compared various rates of death and birth outcomes for 

residents of the North Blnningbam communities of Collegeville, Fairmont and Harriman Park to 

residents of the remainder of Jefferson County for the ten-year period of 2000-2009. The 

following is a summary of the findings from this analysis: 

• The overall death rate for all causes of death combined, deaths from all cancers 

combined, and for the following cancers individually: breast, leukemia, liver and lung 

were statistically the same between residents in Collegeville, Fahmont and Harriman 

Park compared to the rest of Jefferson County. Because there were no brain cancer 

deaths noted in the Collegeville, Fairmont and Harriman Park communities between 

2000 and 2009, the rate is statistically lower than far the rest of Jefferson County. 

• The death rates from Asthma and Chronic Obstructive Pulmonary Disease (COPD) 

were statistically the same between residents in Collegeville, Fainnant and Harriman 

Park compared to the rest of Jefferson County. 

• The rates of infant mortality, stillbirths and birth defects were statistically the same 

between residents in Collegeville, Fairmont and Harriman Park compared to the rest 

of Jefferson County. 



Comparison of Cancer Incidence Rates for Zip Code 35207 to Jefferson County (Excluding 35207) 
for African Americans Only, Males and Females, 2002·2011 for Selected Cancer Sites 

35207 Jefferson County (Excluding 35207) Lower Upper 
Age-Adjusted Rate Age-Adjusted Rate Umlt Umlt Observed 

Cancer Site 2002to2011 2002to2011 
All Sites 521.4 546.8 
Oral Cavity and Pharynx 12.9 10.6 

Esophagus 7.5 4.9 

Stomach 12.1 12.8 

Small Intestine 3.9 4.1 

Colon and Rectum 66.4 65.9 
Uver 5.6 7.0 
Pancreas 11.9 15.1 
Nose, Nasal cavity and Middle Ear 1.0 0.7 
Larynx 6.7 6.6 
Lung and Bronchus 57.4 68.2 
Urinary Bladder 9.4 10.4 
Kidney and Renal Pelvis 19.7 18.2 
Lymphoma 14.5 15.4 
Hodgkin lymphoma 3.8 2.6 
Non-Hodgkin lymphoma 10.6 12.7 

Leukemia 7.5 11.7 
lymphocytic Leukemia 3.7 5.4 
Acute Lymphocytic Leukemia 0.9 0.8 
Olronlc lymphocytic Leukemia 2.7 4.4 

Myeloid and Monocytic Leukemia 2.8 5.3 
Acute Myeloid Leukemia 1.8 3.6 
Acute Monocytic Leukemia 1.0 0.2 

Other Leukemia 1.0 0.9 
Expected cases are based on the rates for African Amerdans In Jefferson County excluding 35207. 
Rates and SIRs based on less than 6 cases are considered unstable and should be Interpreted with caution. 
All rates are per 100,000 and ag~adjusted to the 2000 U.S. (18 age groups} standard. 
An SIR of 1.0 indicates no difference between 35207 and the comparison group. 

SIR SIR SIR 
0.96 0.89 1.05 
1.28 0.71 2.03 
1.58 0.70 2.81 
0.97 0.52 1.56 
0.89 0.22 2.00 
0.99 o.n 1.23 
0.76 0.26 1.50 
0.82 0.44 1.32 
1.28 0.00 5.12 
1.06 0.44 1.94 
0.87 0.67 1.09 
0.93 0.45 1.58 
1.04 0.63 1.54 
1.00 0.56 1.56 
1.55 0.39 3.48 
0.89 0.45 1.48 
0.63 0.26 1.16 
0.67 0.17 1.50 
1.21 0.00 4.84 
0.61 0.11 1.51 
0.53 0.10 1.32 
0.52 0.04 1.52 
6.21 o.oo 24.84 
1.00 0.00 3.99 

As SIR::> 1.0 Indicates more than expected cases, and an SIR < 1.0 indicates less than expected cases based on the comparison group. 
The lower limit and upper limit represent 95% confidence Intervals for the SIR. 
All of the rates and SIRs were found to be within normal ranges (not statistically different from the comparison group). 
Source: Alabama Statewide Cancer Registry, 2014. 
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0.8 
7.6 

78.3 
11.8 
20.2 
16.1 

2.6 
13.5 
12.6 

6.0 
0.8 
4.9 
5.6 
3.8 
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Exhibit 3 

JCDH Response to Comments 



QUESTIONS & COMMENTS FROM PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND PUBLIC HEARING 
FOR ABC COKE 

1. My name is Cynthia Rosgen and I have lived at Presbyterian Manor for 
6 years. I have COPD, and had lung cancer surgery, 5-9-12. Even 
though I do have a hi§tory ofl:!ancer; the soot~.r smut from ABC Plant, f·-·· . .. permeates [sicl mf apt. In my vents, windows, riiy ~.rpet no matter how 
much I dust~r vacuUJii, are bl~ck., If we sit outside, it~'cO.yers everything. 
The ~..S~ .. and [sic]>it'fon\ou~teet:when we come in. On ~ny, cloudy 
day~"yo\f caJ1_r~~t;~~!,J~;'~,~~!9~~ff:1!m th~_plant. .1nd, (sit] :You can 
tell bte differen~'b"etWeeii ~ilr~·CI(.tul~c~tutd'tbose bJack emisSions. It _ · ·· r""··,. ::-~,·-..~.:~,...,--: . · , , . ~---1:~"-':-·..:: ··1: ·.. *t:;'i. ~:: .. ~ oo.\' v-dOeS,affec_t~~ ~t~~~~ng, my,e~~W~''~d t¥Y :!ppetitiis terri~~Y bad. I 
won't even dri~~g!er, ber~~::.~pD!e4bnes tiiey;t'flush'~the syst~m and 
our wilter is ve~d~~~:~Pit46~*~~~~~i\f~n't"'~ven shawer. :fbankyou '"' l. !l'!i '"' '•'<,:<.'• ,....,, ... ' N••1 ..... ''< ... ,1.< ' : for yo~ concemJQru'~~;~~:pt~t~y are low-income & elde?y here. 

Due to the concef!lSJ>~er-air.pollution an~ soot atPtesbyterl~ Manor the 
Departmerlt J;las conducted an indoor air asses~~e~t and wul continue to 
work with th~ colbn1uni.ty't9 arialyz~._the tQtnnieqts .rec~jy~ during the pub-> '*. I . ' , , , , . f 4 ... _ , . ' . . ~ f" lie comment peqo,?. Qn.N,fay ;1.~;:~014, the pepa.rtnle~t1conducted an indoor 
air inspection. Tlie Pj~p~6ti()* did;nofr~fl~~ ~e, ~~ditions outlined in the 
complaints. The D~R~~1ltt)9ted\>~ cle~ c91lditions as well as no evi­
dence of soot depositidfi,W$idQ·tij·~apartine~ltS·:or in the air handling systems 

, ". , •,4 "'.~,, ~,-'H ; ,, ~'~. ';_"' for the building (on the roof)~,· '{h~ Dep~'ent will inspect again if more 
complaints are received. The Dep~e'nt would ask that if you observe ex­
cess emissions, unpleasant odors or soot deposits to call 930-1239 to file a 
timely complaint. 

Jefferspn County Department of Health has the miSsion of irnproying air 
quality to protect public health across Jefferson County. The JCDH accom­
plishes this goal by 1) working with federal and state programs to conduct 
ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School) 2) conducting inspec­
tions unannounced day and night to ensure compliance of all federal, state, 
and local regulations. 

2. My name is Ethel Nixon. I am a resident at Presbyterian 1\tlanor Apart­
ments •.• 926 Overton Avenue .•• Apt 213- Tarrant, AL 35217.ABC Coke 



QUESTIONS & COMMENTS FROM PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND PUBLIC HEARING 
FOR ABC COKE 

is a hazard to my health: 1) Soot comes [sic] into [sic] my apartment 
through vents, window sills, and my floor is [sic] dirty from soot, 2) Res­
piratory- Breathing is [sic] not good, 3) Cannot [sic] sit outside because 
of air pollution. 

Due to the conc~ms ov~~ air pollution and s~t· al Pre~byterian Manor the 
Department haS conducted ~ inpoor air assessment and"-will continue to )r .. . . - , , . 

··~, work w.jtfi the GQm.niu#ity'to¥yze\the·comments receive<fduring the pub-
lic ~o~e11t pe{jod.: .• ;: O~W .. : .. : ,:·y:i~;.gp ,~4, the. De. partment conducted an indoor t t• ~ , ..... 0 ,.>l:'~,l',.,, ....._, .. ~A~/...,. '''J ,~..,...··~_.(.... >.....-(' 0.)/o ~ 
air ~~ti~ti,f~ ,'W~t~Ftip~i(d~i~:~~:fe9~\,th~co~~iti~ns outlin~d in th~ comflamts~. ~t9~pttrtment n9~~Y;~rY cle~ C8-J!4tt,iO~ as well fS no evl­denc~ of sootcJe@:~jMqn insiq~·tJi~~~en,fS o~ in the ~ handl.fug systems 
for thy build~g;{~~:~F~9P·' :::'W~PlPfutni~nt.~ill inspect again, if more 
comp1iynts ~:~eJ;!eiv~~:t'fP.c:tpep~ent would ask that if you observe ex­
cess emissions, unpleasant oddl'S or soot deposits to call 930-]Q39 to file a 
timely cci.zpplairit. ' ' >: :. , . . · · · ;· .· ":. ' 

,', •, "' \ . ,: 

Jefferson Cbunty Depaitment of Health .. has the mission of improving air 
quality to prote~tpub'iic he~Itb. acioss JefferS,on.Coimty;-The JCDH accom­
plishes this goal'b,y.1~'·.~pt~g:}vjth fed.e~~ ·mtd. s~~e programs to conduct 
ambient air monito~g (T~tEleJ;llen.faty·Sch~l) 2) conducting inspec­
tions unannounced day and night to ensure compliance of all federal, state, and local regulations. ·,._.. ·' ~···· :,_ ,.' 

3. My name is Earl Hines. I live at 926 Overton A venue, Birmingham, AL 
35217. I have a real problem with ABC Coke. I suffer with cancer, heart 
trouble-, high blood, and aU kinds [sic] of skin disease [sic]. My home is 
full of black coal and S(} are my lungs. All my clothes [sic] stay full of 
coal dust. I feel like what's killing me is what I don't see. 

Due to the concerns over air pollution and soot at Presbyterian Manor the 
Department has conducted an indoor air assessment and will continue to 
work with the community to analyze the comments received during the pub­
lic comment period. On May 16, 2014, the Department conducted an indoor 
air inspection. The inspection did not reflect the conditions outlined in the 

2 



QUESTIONS & COMMENTS FROM PUBUC COMMENT PERIOD AND PUBLIC HEARING 
FOR ABC COKE 

complaints. The Department noted very clean conditions as well as no evi­
dence of soot deposition inside the apartments or in the air handling systems 
for the building (on the root). The Department will inspect again if more 
complaints are received. The Department would ask that if you observe ex­
cess emissions, unpleas~tqd.ors.or.soQtd~p(),~its to call930-1239 to file a timely complaint ... ,J -.;··. '. . ' 

. ' 
Jefferson_County Departiri~11t'o{Health has the mission ol!mp:l"oving air 
qualitylo prote~t'pqi:JI,i'iJ:t~~!;~(a:cr?s&. J~fferson County. The JCD,tl accom-\ ·-~.~ .. ".~'A<-t~ .. "f-,..,..,. ... ~,·"'l·,· .. ' ·., plis~es ~s .g~~:~t~1:WP~~f:~~.~~cl~~~-:~d ffate pro~~ams ~o ~?nduct ambient rur mo~tb®g (Tarrant'EI~men.~arySch@l) 2) c.Qnducting·mspec· tion8~unat1IlOOOc~~.~i[and nigh~S~1~ill:~ c<?in~~ianctrot~all fede~~l, state, 

dl . I ... l.t16"\.-" ·::,,·~:::,':··:.·.·· r.t c:·- ~?~ ;; an o~a regu '\ ~~1 .;: •• .-, : >":f'~t ... ··. · . ·~~.. ,•; h~ .r ;\ .,:~:H-;.-/ .. ;7·/·l~:.;:~;~ . ·. •j' ;~·~"'-~.::·:':'· vf· . ., 
~. -~ ,-.,'7. < >~ '· 

t 

\. • • • •• : • 
• < ' .; 4. My name·~JanieEllis.-1 live at Presbyterjan Manor,.92~.·overton Ave-

nue, Tarrant, A11 35217, Apt. 314. ·My. concern is my health. The soot 
comes [sootJfro.U ~C CQke Plant [sic].· Soottsi~] windows & sills, car­
pet [sic], vents't~ic] in the kitclu~n, bedr~tu,,and ~athroom. Outside the '· • ' ·. ' •. ·• '' ' l • . t r . ;.*' ground is [sic] co"Vered with black [sic]. soot l copfinne to cough; eyes ~ , .' - · .. : · ..• i·•' ' '!. • •• _,., are watery [sic] & 8'*~g~' Brea~hingJs· unp.~ired [sic] sometimes. 
Please consider humali's [sic] (p~dp,t!} ~eaJ.th when renewing ABC Coke Plant [sic]. · '·' : ,:;: · · · :· ·. ·Jc;.'-

·'··· ' .. 

Due to the concerns over air pollution and soot at Presbyterian Manor the 
Department has conducted an indoor air assessment and will continue to 
work ,with the cornm,unity to analyze the·comments !eceived during the pub­
lic comment period. On May 16, 2014, the Department conducted an indoor 
air inspection. The inspection did not reflect the conditions outlined in the 
complaints. The Department noted very clean conditions as well as no evi­
dence of soot deposition inside the apartments or in the air handling systems 
for the building (on the roof). The Department will inspect again if more 
complaints are received. The Department would ask that if you observe ex­
cess emissions, unpleasant odors or soot deposits to call930-1239 to file a 
timely complaint 
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QUESTIONS & COMMENTS FROM PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND PUBLIC HEARING FOR ABC COKE 

Jefferson County Department of Health has the mission ofimproving air quality to protect public health across Jefferson County. The JCDH accom­plishes this goal by 1) working with federal and state programs to con-duct ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School) 2) conducting inspec­tions unannounced day and night .to ensure compliance of all federal, state, and local regulations. · ' · 

'. 
5. Mr. :Sa~ey Fond,9i6ovef:tonAvenue, Apt. 305, Tarrant,'·AL35217. Air:j~oUution [s~fJ··~;~~6~~rip~I~~c=] ~r ~~~th\ng. M~;·apartm~.nt win­dow~ are blac;~· [~i~]:tJ Wipe ou;t·:.J!iY #indoivs eyery m9nth. The[ sic] wind.ows are bi~~¢1A lady cl~tfb.;Qiyaparl,mcnt evecy two [si~) weeks and [sic] it's, al'*~f~-~\a~~on,w~~"'~lls [sJc) ~d furni~e. I lite across the street from @<;',{;~tl{~ ~~onot[s.ic] sit o~tside too [sic] long. On a pretty day, I ~not Isi~Jsitout$ide for a long time, because of the pollu­tion [sic]•. 

' Due to the concerns over air 
1

pollution and soot at Presbyterian Manor the , ~ , , , I j ~ 
, Department has .~ondueted an ipdoor air assessm~nt ang.' will continue to work with the co~unity to ap.alyze the c.om.rrlents re.ceived during the pub­lic comment period.' On May 16, 2014, the Depaqfuent conducted an indoor air inspection. The illsi>ection did.notreflect tQe·~onditions outlined in the complaints. The Departnientnote<f~~rycleariconditions as well as no evi­dence of soot deposition inside the·apartfuents or in the air handling systems for the building (on the roof). The Department will inspect again if more complaints are received. The Department would ask that if you observe ex­cess emissions, unpleasant odors or soot deposits to call 930-1239 to ftle a timely complaint. 

Jefferson County Department of Health has the mission of improving air 
quality to protect public health across Jefferson County. J'he JCDH accom­plishes this goal by 1) working with federal and state programs to con-duct ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School) 2) conducting inspec­tions unannounced day and night to ensure compliance of all federal, state, and local regulations. 
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QUESTIONS & COMMENTS FROM PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND PUBUC HEARING 
FOR ABC COKE 

6. My name is Beverly Hill (Presbyterian Manor, 926 Overton A venue, 
Apt.112, B'ham, AL 35217) and I am bothered by dust coming into 
windows & vents. This affects my severe allergies. I have black dust I 
my apartment. This dus~.~o)lects onmy_bUnds, furniture, curtains, and 
nick .. nacks. Thi$ .. causes me to sneeze & cough-:.imd have attacks, making 
me take my over-th;e counter. allergy meds. 

~.ll' ' .~ ' > ' ' ' 

.. ·.r·:i ' ' . ~ . ~-.~-\:.·· -~:"'. :·,·~ ~-., 
Due!tti'the concems},y~!_~*·~fi~I~~~on: ~d soot at Presbyterian M'anor the 
Depluiment hns'ca···.rtdpc~d~~~1h. 'ci8b'i ~ir.~lis:s~ssn{ent and 'Will continue to ~ '· I ~·-. 1_t~j ~·"l""~:...:'\~ .~ " <.,; • i: t,.;_~j' ,'f. ~ , . ·. <':j- t1J.~ a::~ ' 
wor~ with tite:99~epicy to ana·~~}~~ ~~e~~ !.e_~~i~ed durin.~ the pub-
lic cQrnnentpe~p:9f~~~o. May 1 ~;.gOt4~ ~e ~p~ent {~mducte~ an indoor 
air inspection •.. T)je,:ms~t!.QP. di~:n9~ieflecf the.~onditi6ns outl4Jed in the 
compld!nts. Th~D~p~~I1fnote4 'vet}; clean conditions as well as no evi-,) ... -..... . · .. : '., ' . " dence of'~qot deposition: inside tfieapartments or in the air handling systems 
for the bu'llding .(on the root)·:.· The Department will inspect again if more 
complaints\3fe ~e¢eiV¢ The Department wo~ld ~k thatif·you observe ex­
cess emission&, tiupleas~~ od?rs o~.soot depo~~~ to call ~30-1239 to file a 

'.• . ' .. . •• J ' 

timely complaiilt ' · · · .. · . , . . ... · .· . · .·· : · ·:·}' · 
._,;, "'' ~' ~ 1 . '. • I , ' >-. \ . :, ~~~ 

Jefferson County Dep~ent; (lfliea.J.th fu;i$ the m!,s§ion of improving air 
quality to protect publia~ealth acro~~'Jefferso~,County. The JCDH accom~ 
plishes this goal by 1) workinp Witn'federi!l~and state programs to con-duct 
ambient air monitoring (Tarrant ~~eiBentary School) 2) conducting inspec­
tions unannounced day and night to>ensure compliance of all federal, state, 
and local regulations. 

7. Betty Jones (Presbyterian Manor, 926 Overton Avenue, Apt 411, 
B'ham, AL 35217). My concerns regarding the ABC Coke Plant are the 
following: 1), The pollution is [sic] all over my furltiture, 2) My rug is 
"grimy, and it looks black (It [sic] supposed to be gray.), 3) At night, I 
cannot hardly [sic] breathe, because of the pollution. I have to put a 
towel over my nose, so I can breathe, 4) The vent out in the hallway and 
the black stuff comes out all over the floors & hallway, 5) When I turn 
on the air and heat it makes all the "black stuff' worse in my home, 6) 

5 



QUESTIONS a COMMENTS FROM PUBUC COMMENT PERIOD AND PUBUC HEARING 
FOR ABC COKE 

When the air comes on at night, I begin to cough and cough because of 
the pollution [sic] in the air, 7) The window sills have all the "black stuff' 
pollution all over the sill, all the time, 8} When I walk in and through my 
apartment my shoes have "black stuff' all over them . 

. , " 

Due to the conc~rns over air pollution and soot.at Presbyterian Manor the 
Department .has· conducted an indoor air assessment and will continue to 
work ~ith the community to analy~.the comments received during the pub-
l~c 1omme~t peB~~. ~q~~~·~{~~}P!t~ ~e.Dep~rtme~t. ~onduct~d ~indoor 
arr IilspectioJ:l. ~e.·,~-~peptio~(c.lld:p:{:)t.refleetfb\eonditi~rs outlme_a m the 
com~laints. The·~5>.4~ru:tment noteP:yery cle~ c9pditio~~fl5 wel1 ~ no evi­
denc~.of soq~ d~~2~i~~n inside th~~P,artme~!S o~F the ~ hand~g systems 
for thCibuilding; (pJ:l th~·IVQf,). rh~Department Wlll ins~ct again· if more 
compht~ts are r~~~iv~d~., TJle Department would ask that if you observe ex­
cess emissions,.unpleasant. odors or soot deposits to call930-1239 to file a ' . 

' timely cofl'lplaint, ·: 

Jefferson County Department of Health has the mission of Improving air 
quality to protect public health across Jef~erso~ ~ounty~·The JCDH accom-... , ' ' . . . ~ I " plishes this goal by; 1) working. with federal and state programs to con-duct 
ambient air monitoring ·(Tiurant Elementary Schoql) 2) conducting inspec­
tions unannounced day and, night to ensure compliance of all federal, state, 

(-- ' ' .... 

and local regulations. 

8. I am Margaret Curtis. I have lived [sic] around this air pollution all my 
life [sic] from Sloss and ABC Plant. Now, I am on oxygen day and night. 
All this pollution comes in my apartment [sic]. My windows are closed 
[sic] and [sic] it travels in my vents. I am also a heart patient [sic]. I 
have COPD. All that black stuff comes [sic] in. I can't sit outside [sic] 
too [sic] long. Ifs [sic] also in my carpet, and (sic] the bottom_ of my 
shoes are [sic] black. They need to do something for all that pollution, 
because it is hurting me and the rest of us in the Presbyterian Manor. 
Something needs [sic] to be done. 
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QUESTIONS It COMMENTS FROM PUBUC COMMENT PERIOD AND PUBUC HEARING 
FOR ABC COKE 

Due to the concerns over air pollution and soot at Presbyterian Manor the 
Department has conducted an indoor air assessment and will continue to 
work with the community to analyze the comments received during the pub­
lic comment period. On May 16, 2014, the Department conducted an indool' 
air inspection. The inspe9gon .dicLnot refleqt !)le conditions outlined in the 
complaints. The.Departmcnt noted very clean co.hditi~ns as well as no evi­
dence of soot·deposition insige the apartments or in the air handling systems ~- .- ' 

'} for the building ( OJi th~ roof).;, . 'f:lie Department will inspect agai:p if more '" 1 . ~· .. ' ' . . ' 
• complaints are teteived;~.:::'fJi~:p¢e~e.nt would nsk that if you obs,erve ex-

~es~?Jemissionst ~~P!~.a#~i~ciofi~~~9~f ~p~~i~~to calf ~30-1239 (o file a ttmely complam~·> "?· ·. ~~1~ .. ~,.,. ~!~ ~··· •·· , : ·. <.):2;<-~}:·1: · ; ·.·;~l · · · · ? :r .. · '11 ; 
J effe!lon Count)ip~g~ent qflf~~th.ha~.,.the npssion QJ improving air 
q~IitY:~~o .pro'tecf,)ii~iis~~!~·-~~~s$)J~t1~r:son ColUlty. The JCDH accom-
plishes this goat by· 1 )' :Wotkitig·wtt,h federal and state programs;: to conduct 
ambient a\rmonitoring (Taqari.t Elementary School) 2) cond~cting inspec­
tions unannpilltceci.ruiy:and night to ensute.c6mpliance of a.titfederal, state, I> I ' 1' ' '" and local regilJations.· .1' 

. ' 

9. Wallace Willia~~Jr., C~llge5t~at ru'gi#, ,difUc!J!ty breathing. Doctor 
[sic] prescribed inh,hler but that dO,~ ·nQt belp..,.. I try opening the window 
and the air does not help ~e g~t good qu.Utfair to breathe. Eye aller­
gies- my eye waters [sic] &it~h/'b~~y'·''[sic] all the time. It is worst [sic] 
at night, when I have my wind6wfnp. Skin rash Dr. gave prescription, 
but the cream does not help the rash. I cannot [sic] get air & I get 
"scared" & "panicky". Water has an odor and different color. 

Due to the concerns over air pollution and soot at Presbyterian Manor the 
Department has conducted an indoor air assessment and will continue to 
work with the community to analyze the comments received during the pub­
lic comment period. On May 16,2014, the Department conducted an indoor 
air inspection. The inspection did not reflect the conditions outlined in the 
complaints. The Department noted very clean conditions as well as no evi­
dence of soot deposition inside the apartments or in the air handling systems 
for the building (on the root). The Department wiJI inspect again if more 
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QUESTIONS & COMMENTS FROM PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND PUBUC HEARING 
FOR ABC COKE 

complaints are received. The Department would ask that if you observe ex­
cess emissions, unpleasant odors or soot deposits to call 930-1239 to file a 
timely complaint. 

Jefferson County Department of Health has the mission of improving air 
quality to protect publiC' health across Jefferson County. The JCDH accom­
plishes this goal by 1) working with federal and state'pro~ams to conduct 
ambientp.i{ monitoring:(TUlf'lilt Elementary School) 2) cmiducting inspec­
tions unannounce4 9ay#O.nig,htto ensure compliance of all fed~ral, state, < t - ' • .... ::.- ~ :"·';~ ~~.-:-;.;~\jl_:: I ,~'io,':.~ _.' ., . '· . .., and. local regulati.omm.~:ir'f.; , ~.:::; ~\: •:?: , . . ~" ': .· ; 

;~ .-: .. ··~ .~&.:~~t~k,~ . ; :3~~:-.::' ' .. :, ~~~t :;·~ • ' 

10. (V e~onica MeitM;f,5f'Sb!~er.J~~'~anor, i~6:~;erloWA venue; Apt. 105, 
B'ham, AL 35~11),l'wasli,vmg·at3052 32°d Avenue West. I was 17 when 
we moved to ~3~0· 32.~'p(3~e·North. I moved in here July t99s. I have 
been hete for 18· years. When I ~lean my apartment there ilblack dust 
everywh~l:e· I can dust me and have dust (ill,egible). I W3S diagnosed 
with MS in ;1.982. I h'ave shortnesS of breath. , ,.: 

! ' ',, 

Due to the conceJ;IlS over airpqllution 8.Ild soot at Presb'yterian Manor the 
Department has conpucted an iildooJ; air ass-essmentand will continue to 
work with the commlil1ftyto ·im~yze the·connneritS'received during the pub­
lic comment period. On May 16, 2014, the nepartment conducted an indoor 
air inspection. The inspection 9,id nofr~ft~t the conditions outlined in the 
complaints. The Department noted.very clean conditions as well as no evi­
dence of soot deposition inside the apartments or in the air handling systems 
for the building (on the root). The Department will inspect again if more 
complaints are received. The Departme,nt would ask that if you observe ex­
cess emissions, unpleasant odors or soot deposits to call 930-1239 to file a 
timely complaint. 

I efferson County Department of Health bas the mission of improving air 
quality to protect public health across Jefferson County. The JCDH accom­
plishes this goal by 1) working with federal and state programs to con-duct 
ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School) 2) conducting inspec-
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1. Coke By-product Recovery Plant and Associated Equipment. 
Emission Unit 005 
Applicable Regulations: 
Part 1.3 Deftnitions 
Section 1.5.15 Recordkeeping and Reporting 
Section 2.1.3 Permit Conditions 
Chapter 4 Episode Plan during an Air Pollution Emergency 
Part 6.1 Visible Emissions 
Section 8.26.3 Leaks from By-Product Recovery Plants- General 

Section 8.26.4 
Section 8.26.5 

Section 8.26.6 

Section 8.26.7 

Section 8.26.8 
Section 8.26.9 

Section 8.26.10 

Section 8.26. 11 

Section 826.12 

Section 8.27.2 

Section 8.27.3 
Section 8.27.4 
Chapter 16 
Chapter 18 
Section 18.2.4 
Section 18.2.8 
40CFR60 
40CFR61 
40 CFR 61 

Requirements 
Leaks from By-Product Recovery Plants -Pumps 
Leaks from By-Product Recovery Plants- Valves in Gas 
and Light Liquid Service 
Leaks from By-Product Recovery Plants- Pressure Relief 
Valves in Gas Service 
Leaks from By-Product Recovery Plants - Open Ended 
Valves 
Leaks from By-Product Recovery Plants- Delay of Repair 
Leaks from By-Product Recovery Plants- Napthalene 
Separation Unit Emissions 
Leaks from By-Product Recovery Plants- Recordkeeping 
Requirements 
Leaks from By-Product Recovery Plants- Reporting 
Requirements 
Leaks from By-Product Recovery Plants- Modification of 
Monitoring, Recordkeeping, and Reporting Requirements 
Coke Oven Gas Bleeder System- Emissions Capture and 
Control 
Coke Oven Gas Bleeder System- Monitoring 
Coke Oven Gas Bleeder System - Monitoring 
Major Source Operating Permit Emissions Fees 
Major Source Operating Permits 
Permit Conditions 
Testing 
Testing Methods 
Subparts Land V 
Subpart FF 

2. Coke Battery No. 1 -Coking and Charging 
Emission Unit No. 004 
Applicable Regulations: 
Part 1.3 Deftnitions 
Section 1.5.15 Recordkeeping and Reponing 
Section 2.1.3 Permit Conditions 
Chapter 4 Episode Plan during an Air Pollution Emergency 
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Part 6.1 
Part 6.2 
Part 6.4 
Section 6.9.3 
Section 6.9.5 
Section 6.9.6 
Section 6.9. 7 
Chapter 16 
Chapter 18 
Section 18.2.4 
Section 18.2.8 
40CFR 60 
40CFR 63 
40CFR 63 

Visible Emissions 
Fugitive Dust and Odors 
Process Industries - General 
Control of Particulate Emissions -Charging 
Control of Particulate Emissions -Topside 
Control of Particulate Emissions - Coke Oven Doors 
Control of Particulate Emissions - Oven Maintenance 
Major Source Operating Pennit Emissions Fees 
Major Source Operating Permits 
Permit Conditions 
Testing 
Testing Methods 
Subparts A & L 
Subpart CCCCC 

3. Coke Battery No.5- Coking and Charging 
Emission Unit No. 003 
Applicable Regulations: 
Part 1.3 
Section 1.5.15 
Section 2.1.3 
Chapter4 
Part 6.1 
Part6.2 
Part 6.4 
Section 6.9.3 
Section 6.9.5 
Section 6.9.6 
Section 6.9.7 
Chapter 16 
Chapter 18 
Section 18.2.4 
Section 18.2.8 
4om6o 
40CFR63 
40CFR 63 

Defmitions 
Recordkeeping and Reporting 
Permit Conditions 
Episode Plan during an Air Pollution Emergency 
Visible Emissions 
Fugitive Dust and Odors 
Process Industries - General 
Control of Particulate Emissions - Charging 
Control of Particulate Emissions -Topside 
Control of Particulate Emissions -Coke Oven Doors 
Control of Particulate Emissions -Oven Maintenance 
Major Source Operating Permit Emissions Fees 
!\'f njor Source Operating Permits 
Permit Conditions 
Testing 
Testing Methods 
Subparts A& L 
Subparts CCCCC 

4. Coke Battery No. 6- Coking and Charging 
Emission Unit No. 002 
Applicable Regulations: 
Part 1.3 Definitions 
Section 1.5.15 Recordkeeping nod Reporting 
Section 2.1.3 Prrmit Conditions 
Chapter4 Erisode Plan during an Air Pollution Emergency 
Part 6.1 Visible Emissions 
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Part 6.2 
Part 6.4 
Section 6.9.3 
Section 6.9.5 
Section 6.9.6 
Section 6.9.7 
Chapter 16 
Chapter 18 
Section 18.2.4 
Section 18.2.8 
40Q:R60 
40g:,R63 
40QB.63 

Fugitive Dust and Odors 
Process Industries - General 
Control of Particulate Emissions - Charging 
Control of Particulate Emissions -Topside 
Control of Particulate Emissions - Coke Oven Doors 

Control of Particulate Emissions -Oven Maintenance 

Major Source Operating Penn it Emissions Fees 
Major Source Operating Pennits 
Pennit Conditions 
Testing 
Testing Methods 
Subparts A & L 
Subparts CCCCC 

5. Underftre Stack Number 4 Associated with Coke Battery Nos. 5 and 6 

Emission Unit No. 007 
Applicable Regulations: 
Part 1.3 Definitions 
Section 1.~.15 
Section 2. i.3 
Chapter4 
Part 6.1 
Part 6.3 
Section 6.9.8 
Chapter 16 
Chapter 18 
Section 18.2.4 
Section 18.2.8 
40CFR60 
40Q:R63 

Recordkeeping and Reporting 
Permit Conditions 
Episode Plan during an Air Pollution Emergency 
Visible Emissions 
Fuel Burning Equipment 
Control of Particulate Emissions - Combustion Stacks 
Major Source Operating Pennit Emissions Fees 
Major Source Operating Pennits 
Permit Conditions 
Testing 
Testing Methods 
Subparts A & CCCCC 

6. Underfire Stack Number 1 Associated with Coke Battery No. 1 

Emission Unit No. 008 
Applicable Regulations: 
Part 1.3 Definitions 
Section 1.~.15 Recordkeeping and Reporting 
Section 2.l.3 Permit Conditions 
Chapter 4 Episode Plan during an Air Pollution Emergency 

Part 6.1 Visible Emissions 
Part 6.3 Fuel Burning Equipment 
Section 6.9.8 Control of Particulate Emissions- Combustion Stacks 

Chapter 16 r-.tajor Source Operating Permit Emissions Fees 

Chapter 18 l'vlajor Source Operating Permits 

Section 18.2.4 Permit Conditions 
Section 18.2.8 Testing 
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40CFR60 
40Q:&63 

Testing Methods 
Subparts A & CCCCC 

7. South Coke Quenching Tower 
Emission Unit No. 018 
Applicable Regulations: 
Part 1.3 Definitions 
Section 1.5.15 Recordkeeping and Reporting 
Section 2.1.3 Permit Conditions 
Chapter 4 Episode Plan during an Air Pollution Emergency 
Part 6.1 Visible Emissions 
Section 6.9.8 Control of Particulate Emissions- Quenching 
Chapter 16 Major Source Operating Permit Emissions Fees 
Chapter 18 Major Source Operating Pennits 
Section 18.2.4 Permit Conditions 
Section 18.2.8 Testing 
40 CFR 60 Testing Methods 
40 ~ 63 Subparts A & CCCCC 

8. North Coke Quenching Tower 
Emission Unit No. 024 
Applicable Regulations: 
Part 1.3 Definitions 
Section 1.5.15 Recordkeeping and Reporting 
Section 2.1.3 Permit Conditions 
Chapter 4 Erisode Plan during an Air Pollution Emergency 
Part 6.1 V[·;ible Emissions 
Section 6.9.8 Control of Particulate Emissions- Quenching 
Chapter 16 fvf:ljor Source Operating Permit Emissions Fees 
Chapter 18 M<:jor Source Operating Permits 
Section 18.2.4 Permit Conditions 
Section 18.2.8 Testing 
40 CFR 60 Testing Methods 
40 ~ 63 Subpart A & CCCCC 

9. Coke Pushing Operations of Coke Battery Nos. 1, 5, and 6 
Emission Unit No. 032 
Applicable Regulations: 
Part 1.3 D ~ finitions 
Section 1.5.15 P '•~ordkeeping and Reporting 
Section 2.1.3 P·::·mit Conditions 
Chapter 4 E 1': sode Plan during an Air Pollution Emergency 
Part 6.1 V: ., ible Emissions · 
Part 6.2 Fu :)tive Dust and Odors 
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Section 6.9.4 
Chapter 16 
Chapter 18 
Section 18.2.4 
Section 18.2.8 
40CFR 60 
40CFR 63 

Control of Particulate Emissions - Pushing 
Major Source Operating Permit Emissions Fees 
Major Source Operating Permits 
Permit Conditions 
Testing 
Testing Methods 
Subparts A & CCCCC 

10. Boiler Number 7 
Emission Unit No. 020 
Applicable Regulations: 
Part 1.3 Defmitions 
Section 1.5.15 Recordkeeping and Reporting 
Section 2.1.3 Permit Conditions 
Chapter 4 Episode Plan during an Air Pollution Emergency 
Part 6.1 Visible Emissions 
Part 6.3 Control of Particulate Emissions- Fuel Burning Equipment 
Part 7.1 Control of Sulfur Compound Emissions -Fuel Combustion 
Chapter 16 Major Source Operating Permit Emissions Fees 
Chapter 18 Major Source Operating Permits 
Section 18.2.4 Permit Conditions 
Section 18.2.8 Testing 
40 ~ 60 Testing Methods 

11. Boiler Number 8 
Emission Unit No. 019 
Applicable Regulations: 
Part 1.3 L'efinitions 
Section 1.5.15 P ~cordkeeping and Reporting 
Section 2.1.3 F·!rrnit Conditions 
Chapter 4 F ·;isode Plan during an Air Pollution Emergency 
Part 6.1 V :sible Emissions 
Part 6.3 CJntrol of Particulate Emissions -Fuel Burning Equipment 
Part 7.1 Control of Sulfur Compound Emissions- Fuel Combustion 
Chapter 16 t<fajor Source Operating Permit Emissions Fees 
Chapter 18 f, r ajar Source Operating Permits 
Section 18.2.4 Pt>rmit Conditions 
Section 18.2.8 T~~-;ting 
40 CFR 60 T·:sting Methods 

12. Boiler Number 9 
Emission Unit No. 00 l 
Applicable Regulations: 
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Part 1.3 
Section 1.5.15 
Section 2.1.3 
Chapter4 
Part 6.1 
Part 6.3 
Part 7.1 
Chapter 16 
Chapter 18 
Section 18.2.4 
Section 18.2.8 
40QR60 
40Q:R60 

Definitions 
Recordkceping and Reporting 
Pennit Conditions 
Episode Plan during an Air Pollution Emergency 
Visible Emissions 
Control of Particulate Emissions- Fuel Burning Equipment 
Control of Sulfur Compound Emissions -Fuel Combustion 
Major Source Operating Permit Emissions Fees 
Major Source Operating Permits 
Permit Conditions 
Testing 
Testing Methods 
Subpart Db 

13. Coal Conveying System, Dust Collector and Dust Collection System for Coal 
Blending, Storage and Handling Facility 

Emission Unit No. 033 
Applicable Regulations: 
Part 1.3 Definitions 
Section 1.5.15 R ~cordkeeping and Reporting 
Section 2.1.3 P ~rmit Conditions 
Part 6.1 Vi:~ible Emissions 
Part 6.4 Control of Particulate Emissions- Process Industries· 

General 
Chapter 16 
Chapter 18 
Section 18.2.4 
Section 18.2.8 
40CFR60 

Major Source Operating Permit Emissions Fees 
M 0jor Source Operating Permits 
P ::rmit Conditions 
T ~sting 
T c:s t ing Methods 

13. Flare 
Emission Unit No. 031 
Applicable Regulations: 
Part 1.3 C ·!initions 
Section 1.5.15 R · ·ordkeeping and Reporting 
Section 2.1.3 P ·nit Conditions 
Part 6.1 V :ble Emissions 
Chapter 16 r-v· ··:or Source Operating Permit Emissions Fees 
Chapter 18 t-, • :or Source Operating Permits 
Section 18.2.4 P ·: ·nit Conditions 
Section 18.2.8 T · ting 
40 CFR 60 T ~'ting Methods 
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Recommendations 
No notification of the issuance of this major source operating permit is required to be sent 
to any affected srate bordering Alabama since no affected states nre within 50 miles of 
ABC Coke. Refer to Section 18.15.2 of the Regulations for this affected state 
notification requirement and to Paragraph 18.1.1(c) of the Regulations for the definition 
of an affected state. 

Recommended Permitting Fees 

No permitting fees are required since the source is a Title V facility pursuant to Chapter 
18 of the Rules and Regulations. 

Public and USEPA Review Procedures 
In accordance with Sections 18.15.1 and 18.15.3 of the Regulations and an interagency 
agreement, the USEPA is allowed to 45 days after the receipt (or prior to issuance of the 
permit) of the proposed major source operating permit (including applications and any 
other teclmical document requested) to review, comment, or object to the issuance of this 
operating permit. 

The permittee will also be sent a copy of the draft permit to review and submit comments 
(Paragraph 18.15.1(a) of the Regulations.) 

A 30·day public comment period advertisement will be published in a local newspaper 
and posted to Department's website to allow the public the opportunity to participate in 
the Title V permitting process as required by Section 18.15.4 of the Regulations. The 
Alabama Department of Environmental Management (ADEM) will be sent copies of this 
Department's preliminary operating permit evaluation, public notice, and proposed draft 
pennit. ADEM has 30 days to review and comment on the permit applications and draft~ 
operating permit as allowed by Section 18.2.7 of the Regulations. 

After the appropriate comment periods {public, permittee, EPA, and AD EM), if no 
changes in the draft permit nre necessary due to significant comments or objections and it 
is determined that the facility is in compliance with all applicable standards, it is 
recommended that ABC Coke (Coke By·Product Manufacturing Plant and Utilities 
Manufacturing Plant) be issued a Title V Major Source Operating Permit. The plant will 
be expected to comply with all <1flplicabJe federal, state, and local regulations. Refer to 
the attached draft Major Source Operating Permit for the recommended permit 
conditions. 

Prepared By: 

GL/t-11~ 
fason Howanitz, PE 
Senior Air Pollution Control Encrineer 
Air & Radiation Protection Pro. 'am 
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Mendez, Gayla 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

', 
Document I D: __ _::__.:.__:-:_·· ---=:::---------

NON-EXEMPT ~ PARTIALLY EXEMPT 

Howard, Ralph 
Thursday, September 11, 2014 1:15 PM 
Shell, Ronald T 
Mayberry, Arnold 
RE: Petition Site in Tarrant, AL (near 35th Avenue) 

EXEMPT 

Ron, Arnold, can we get on the phone with you next Wednesday to talk about the PA and SI? Either morning or 
afternoon would be OK, for us anyway ... 

'Rai{IJ. tJ. ~~. p,.. 1 P.G. 1 Site Evaluation Coordinator, Remedial Project Manager I Superfund Remedial and Site Evaluation 

Branch 1 Superfund Division 1 US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 4161 Forsyth Street, SW I Atlanta Georgia 30303 1 
(Voice) 404-562-8829 (Email) HowardRalph@eQa.gov 

, ~; Un1leo States Enviroomer-tal Protect·on Agency ........ 

From: Howard, Ralph 
Sent: Monday, August 18, 2014 2:49 PM 
To: 'Shell, Ronald T' 
Cc: Mayberry, Arnold 
Subject: RE: Re: Petition Site in Tarrant, AL (near 35th Avenue) 

Will do, Ron. The meeting/discussion is tomorrow ... 

From: Shell, Ronald T [mailto:RTS@adem.state.al.us] 
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 11:40 AM 
To: Howard, Ralph 
Cc: Mayberry, Arnold 
Subject: RE: Re: Petition Site in Tarrant, AL (near 35th Avenue) 

Ralph, can you include the following topics in your discussions? 

• In general, what sampling should be included in the Sl that is to be completed by the end of FY15? I would 

anticipate it being focused on areas with increased human activity (schools, churches, parks, etc.) and a small 
number of residences. This would follow the path taken for the areas around Walter Coke. 

• Do we need to resubmit the FY14-FY15 CERCLA PA/SI grant? I believe we will have to since funding is being 
added. We will expedite this, but need to agree primarily on the scope of sampling before we can submit a 
revised grant work plan for FY15. 

Thanks 

Ron 

From: Howard, Ralph [mailto:Howard.RalphrCilepa.gov] 
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 9:23AM 
To: Shell, Ronald T 
Subject: RE: Re: Petition Site in Tarrant, f\L (near 35th Avenue) 

1 



Hey Ron, after discussion with Dawn this morning it appears (at least for now) that we *Will be able to amend the 

Work Plan and add funding. Concerning exactly where to assess, agreed. To know what I'm talking about(!) I need 

to do some discussions here. I'll get back to you in a few days, depending ... 

Have a great day, 

if!a/pJ. (). ~tUM!Ut, p,.. 1 P.G. 1 Site Evaluation Coordinator, Remedial Project Manager 1 Superfund Remedial and Site Evaluation 

Branch 1 Superfund Division I US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 41 61 Forsyth Street. SW I Atlanta Georgia 30303 I 
(Voice) 404-562-8829 (Email) Howard.Ralph@epa.gov 

. .-;:., Umteo States Enwonmet'tal Protect•on f<ger·z:r -
From: Shell, Ronald T [mailto:RTS@adem.state.al.us] 

Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 2:50 PM 

To: Howard, Ralph 
Cc: pdd@adem.state.al.us; Mayberry, Arnold 

Subject: RE: Re: Petition Site in Tarrant, AL (near 35th Avenue) 

Ralph, we can do both the PA and 51 to meet the required suspenses, but we would like to do them in addition to our 

currently scheduled grant commitments. 

We have already started preliminary work on the FY15 sites, but more importantly we will have to use some personnel 

on the PA & 51 in Tarrant that are not scheduled to do Sierra. To simply substitute Tarrant for Sierra would cause a ripple 

effect at this point that would affect several programs. 

If you are OK with us doing them as additional commitments, we need to discuss the scope of work, especially for the 51, 

including the exact area the petitioners want to be assessed. 

Look forward to hearing from you. 

Thanks. 

Ron 

Ronald T. Shell 
Chief, Environmental Services Branch 

Alabama Department of Environmental Management 

Post Office Box 301463 

Montgomery, Alabama 36130-1463 

(334) 271-7771 
adem.alabama.gov 

ADEM 
Mission: Assure for all citizens of the state a safe, healthful and productive environment 

·---·-------------------
From: Howard, Ralph [mailto:Howard.Ralph@lepa.gov] 

Sent: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 1:18 Prv1 
2 



To: Shell, Ronald T 
Subject: Fwd: Re: Petition Site in Tarrant, AL (near 35th Avenue) 

Hey Ron!, hope your afternoon is going well. 

Not long after we spoke yesterday, I was c11led on to help with school registration-setup and missed some time in 
the afternoon. But Jennifer sent this below, also not long after we spoke. So it appears we would like for you all to 
do both the PA, and the SI, as part of the Year 2 Grant commitments during FY 2015. 

This would substitute in for another PA site planned for next year, and for the planned SI at Sierra Chemical. Target 
dates would be completing the PA by 7/1 and the SI before the FY ended. 

As we were discussing, ADEM has had involvement at the site, though not from CERCLA PASI staff (your staff). And 
that ADEM may have specific concerns about the site. But from our perspective it makes to have you all participate. 
Substituting in public-complaint or public-petition sites like this has been done many times in the past few years, 
including at Lake Martin/Elkahatchee Creek Sediments, Pelham Open Dump/Burning, and Reichold Chemicals, just 
to name a few. 

Please let me know soon that your group can do this via our PASI Grant, and then let's talk about what sites to push 
aside until '16. 
Thanks-

ieal{d (), ~~. pr,. I P.G. I Site Evaluation Coordinator, Remedial Project Manager 1 Superfund Remedial and Site Evaluation 

Branch I Superfund Division I US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 4 I 61 Forsyth Street, SW 1 Atlanta Georgia 30303 1 

Voice 404-562-8829 Email Howard.Ral h a 0! a gov 
0 ---·-----·-------

From: Wendel, Jennifer 
Sent: Tuesday, August OS, 2014 11:12 AM 
To: Howard, Ralph 
Cc: Rigger, Don; Taylor, Dawn 
Subject: RE: who is Randall's Counterpart {State Director) at ADEM 

From: Howard, Ralph 
Sent: Tuesday, August OS, 2014 10:S6 AM 
To: Wendel, Jennifer 
Subject: RE: who is Randall's Counterpart {State Director) at ADEM 
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-R. 

From: Wendel, Jennifer 
Sent: Tuesday, August 5, 2014 9:03 AM 
To: Howard, Ralph 
Subject: who is Randall's Counterpart (State Director) at ADEM 

Preparing letter in response to TJrrant petition, and want to cc him. 

Jennifer L. Wendel 
National Priorities List Coordinator 
Remedial Project Manager 

EPA Region 4 
61 Forsyth Street, S.W., 9T-25 
Atlanta, GA 30303 

wendel.jennifer@epa.gov 
( 404 )-562-8 799 
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Mendez, Gayla 

From: Howard, Ralph 
Sent: 
To: 

Monday, August 11, 2014 10:21 AM 
Wendel, Jennifer 

Subject: RE: Petition Site in Tarrant, AL (near 35th Avenue) 

From: Wendel, Jennifer 
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 10:18 AM 
To: Howard, Ralph 
Cc: Taylor, Dawn 
Subject: RE: Petition Site in Tarrant, AL (near 35th Avenue) 

Great. Thanks! 

From: Howard, Ralph 
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 10:06 AM 
To: Wendel, Jennifer 
Cc: Taylor, Dawn 
Subject: RE: Petition Site in Tarrant, AL (near 35th Avenue) 

r··;·::·il·,;;: pursu~mt t<.:-
,, n n1)(S), E.xcmpticn 5, 

, t • , ~-- -. :.._ : • • ; ~. :-:. .. \ ~-:,_ nc;/ l '··t..)Curn~~nt 

~atpi. (). -;:it~. p,. I P.G. I Site Evaluation Coordinator, Remedial Project Manager I Superfund Remedial and Site Evaluation 

Branch 1. Superfund Division I US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 4161 Forsyth Street, SW 1 Atlanta Georgia 30303 1 
(Voice) 404-562-8829 (Email) Howard.Ralph@ega.gov 

From: Howard, Ralph 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 4:04 PM 
To: Wendel, Jennifer 
Cc: Taylor, Dawn 
Subject: Re: Petition Site in Tarrant, AL (near 35th Avenue) 

''- ! \ ;• ¥ '- ' ' ; I I ~~i 
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~atpJ. (). ';~~, pr.. 1 P.G. 1 Site Evaluation Coordinator, Remedial Project Manager I Superfund Remedial and Site Evaluation 

Branch 1 Superfund Division 1 US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 4161 Forsyth Street, SW I Atlanta Georgia 30303 1 

(Voice) 404-562-8829 (Email) Howard.Ralph@epa.gov 

From: Shell, Ronald T [mailto:RTS@adem.state.al.us] 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 2:50PM 
To: Howard, Ralph 
Cc: pdd@adem.state.al.us; Mayberry, Arnold 
Subject: RE: Re: Petition Site in Tarrant, AL (near 35th Avenue) 

Ralph, we can do both the PA and Sl to meet the required suspenses, but we would like to do them in addition to our 

currently scheduled grant commitments. 

We have already started preliminary work on the FYlS sites, but more importantly we will have to use some personnel 

on the PA & 51 in Tarrant that are not scheduled to do Sierra. To simply substitute Tarrant for Sierra would cause a ripple 

effect at this point that would affect several programs. 

If you are OK with us doing them as additional commitments, we need to discuss the scope of work, especially for the 51, 

including the exact area the petitioners want to be assessed. 

Look forward to hearing from you. 

Thanks. 

Ron 

Ronald T. Shell 
Chief, Environmental Services Branch 
Alabama Department of Environmental Management 
Post Office Box 301463 
Montgomery, Alabama 36130-1463 
(334) 271-7771 
adem.alabama.gov 

ADEM 
Mission: Assure for all citizens of the state a safe, healthful and productive environment 

-----------------------·-···--·- -----

From: Howard, Ralph [mailto:Howard.Ralphlalepa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 1:18 P~·1 
To: Shell, Ronald T 
Subject: Fwd: Re: Petition Site in Tarrant/ AL (near 35th Avenue) 

Hey Ron!, hope your afternoon is going well. 

Not long after we spoke yesterday, I was called on to help with school registration-setup and missed some time in 
the afternoon. But Jennifer sent this below, also not long after we spoke. So it appears we would like for you all to 
do both the PA, and the SI, as part of the Y l'Zlr 2 Grant commitments during FY 2015. 
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This would substitute in for another PA site planned for next year, and for the planned SI at Sierra Chemical. Target 

dates would be completing the PA by 7 I 1 ;md the SI before the FY ended. 

As we were discussing, ADEM has had involvement at the site, though not from CERCLA PAS! staff (your staff). And 

that ADEM may have specific concerns abuut the site. But from our perspective it makes to have you all participate. 

Substituting in public-complaint or public-petition sites like this has been done many times in the past few years, 

including at Lake Martin/Elkahatchee Creek Sediments, Pelham Open Dump/Burning, and Reichold Chemicals, just 

to name a few. 

Please let me know soon that your group can do this via our PAS! Grant, and then let's talk about what sites to push 

aside until '16. 
Thanks-

iea/fd (). 'rittJI64!Ut. p,.. I P.G. I Site Evaluation Coordinator, Remedial Project Manager I Superfund Remedial and Site Evaluation 

Branch I Superfund Division I US Environment:1l :Jrotection Agency (EPA) Region 41 61 Forsyth Street, SW 1 Atlanta Georgia 30303 1 
Voice 404-562-8829 Email Howard.Ral h cvc:r ' gov 

0 --------·--------

From: Wendel, Jennifer 

Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 11:12 AM 

To: Howard, Ralph 

Cc: Rigger, Don; Taylor, Dawn 

Subject: RE: who is Randall's Counterpart (St<1te Director) at ADEM 

S p~clfic Privilcg.,;: ___ ._.~..;;..~_· ..:..\_~ -'--( _; -------

From: Howard, Ralph 

Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 10:56 AM 

To: Wendel, Jennifer 

Subject: RE: who is Randall's Counterpart (State Director) at ADEM 

lnfonnaticn :Redacted pursu:u1t to 
,;; USC "·~ctJ-r'rl '")~2 (b':f5) Cxcrnr-rl.('n" 
.... f •• .....JC ~' . -' , ,\.. 'L (., tJ'~- ,f ...; 1 

F'ri v!leged f ntcr!l ntra Agency Gocument 

~ . " l' . '! ( \ I) 1 '_J 
~) pt;CttlC 'r!V1 e:st;: --------1...--=-'-~-- i 
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~::fl~~m0ti::"/n i~c::d~·1c:~ed pursilJnt tc 
_ ' , r, r • , ..... , , : -~ ,· d ·) [ r ). ·-· 
.,._, ~~.~l,•,".'' .~~::_,liL:-'.11 ~"; i,l: • ~J ' _ ,..:, 

~T;V! ~ ;i:t~c.;r/int('i/~Jh~!lt:y J ;I_,(~Ll!ll~t"f'; 

ADEM Director- LanceR. LeFleur 

Am at home, as we discussed ... 

-R. 

From: Wendel, Jennifer 
Sent: Tuesday, August 5, 2014 9:03 AM 
To: Howard, Ralph 
Subject: who is Randall's Counterpart (State Director) at ADEM 

Preparing letter in response to Tarrant petition, and want to cc him. 

Jennifer L. Wendel 
National Priorities List Coordinator 
Remedial Project Manager 

EPA Region 4 
61 Forsyth Street, S.W., 9T-25 
Atlanta, GA 30303 

wendel.iennifer@epa.gov 
( 404)-562-8799 
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Mendez, Gayla 

From: Howard, Ralph 

Sent: 
To: 

Monday, August 11, 2014 10:06 AM 
Wendel, Jennifer 

Cc: Taylor, Dawn 

Subject: RE: Petition Site in Tarrant, AL (near 35th Avenue) 

' ' ~ : ·. 

~ai{J. (). ~~. fh· I P.G. 1 Site Evaluation Coordinator, Remedial Project Manager I Superfund Remedial and Site Evaluation 

Branch I Superfund Division I US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 4 I 61 Forsyth Street, SW I Atlanta Georgia 30303 1 

(Voice) 404-562-8829 (Email) Howard.Ralph@epa.gov 

From: Howard, Ralph 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 4:04PM 

To: Wendel, Jennifer 
Cc: Taylor, Dawn 
Subject: Re: Petition Site in Tarrant, AL (near 35th Avenue) 

Jen, Dawn, 

~ai{J. tJ. ":ff~. fh. I P.G. 1 Site Evaluation Coordinator, Remedial Project Manager 1 Superfund Remedial and Site Evaluation 

Branch I Superfund Division I US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 41 61 Forsyth Street, SW I Atlanta Georgia 30303 1 

(Voice) 404-562-8829 (Email) Howard.Ralph@epa.gov 

From: Shell, Ronald T [mailto:RTS@adem.state.al.us] 

Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 2:50PM 

To: Howard, Ralph 
Cc: pdd@adem.state.al.us; Mayberry, Arnold 

Subject: RE: Re: Petition Site in Tarrant, AL (near 35th Avenue) 

Ralph, we can do both the PA and Sl to meet the required suspenses, but we would like to do them in addition to our 

currently scheduled grant commitments. 

We have already started preliminary work on the FYlS sites, but more importantly we will have to use some personnel 

on the PA & 51 in Tarrant that are not scheduled to do Sierra. To simply substitute Tarrant for Sierra would cause a ripple 

effect at this point that would affect several programs. 
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If you are OK with us doing them as additional commitments, we need to discuss the scope of work, especially for the 51, 

including the exact area the petitioners want to be assessed. 

Look forward to hearing from you. 

Thanks. 

Ron 

Ronald T. Shell 
Chief, Environmental Services Branch 

Alabama Department of Environmental Man:1gement 

Post Office Box 301463 
Montgomery, Alabama 36130-1463 

(334) 271-7771 

adem.alabama.gov 

ADEM 
Mission: Assure for all citizens of the state a safe, healthful and productive environment 

From: Howard, Ralph [mailto:Howard.Ralph@epa.gov] 

Sent: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 1:18PM 

To: Shell, Ronald T 
Subject: Fwd: Re: Petition Site in Tarrant, AL (near 35th Avenue) 

Hey Ron!, hope your afternoon is going well. 

Not long after we spoke yesterday, I was CZllled on to help with school registration-setup and missed some time in 

the afternoon. But Jennifer sent this below, also not long after we spoke. So it appears we would like for you all to 

do both the PA, and the Sl, as part of the Yc:.1r 2 Grant commitments during FY 2015. 

This would substitute in for another PA site planned for next year, and for the planned SI at Sierra Chemical. Target 

dates would be completing the PA by 7/1 ;1 nd the SI before the FY ended. 

As we were discussing, ADEM has had involvement at the site, though not from CERCLA PASI staff (your staff). And 

that ADEM may have specific concerns about the site. But from our perspective it makes to have you all participate. 

Substituting in public-complaint or public-petition sites like this has been done many times in the past few years, 

including at Lake MartinjElkahatchee Creek Sediments, Pelham Open Dump/Burning, and Reichold Chemicals, just 

to name a few. 

Please let me know soon that your group c:m do this via our PASI Grant, and then let's talk about what sites to push 

aside until '16. 
Thanks-

ilf:at{d (), -;il~. ~· 1 P.G. 1 Site Evaluation Coordinator, Remedial Project Manager 1 Superfund Remedial and Site Evaluation 

Branch I Superfund Division I US Environmental ~)rotection Agency (EPA) Region 4 I 61 Forsyth Street, SW 1 Atlanta Georgia 30303 1 

Voice 404-562-8829 Email Howard.Ral h wer QQY 

0 ·-------·-------
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From: Wendel, Jennifer 
Sent: Tuesday, August OS, 2014 11:12 AM 
To: Howard, Ralph 
Cc: Rigger, Don; Taylor, Dawn 
Subject: RE: who is Randall's Counterpart (State Director) at ADEM 

Jnfurmcttiun r·,ecactcd purswmt tc: 
5 U.S.C St;ction 552 (:.;.)(:; ), E.\tml:ti, il 
?riviJe;;t;d 1 nter/l n tnu\ Lccumt;n; 

~' />\ ) Sp~citicPrivilege: ----' _:L .!,__,....-______ _ 

From: Howard, Ralph 
Sent: Tuesday, August OS, 2014 10:S6 AM 
To: Wendel, Jennifer 
Subject: RE: who is Randall's Counterpart (St:Jte Director) at ADEM 

Information Rccluct,;d pursuant tu 
5 U.S.C. Section 5~12 (b)(S), 5. 
Privikge\llntcrlfn~r~Ag,.;ncy [~ocum~nt 

' -) ' 
S~ecific Privilege: __ __;,;) _)~~-J------~ 

-R. 

From: Wendel, Jennifer 
Sent: Tuesday, AugustS, 2014 9:03AM 
To: Howard, Ralph 
Subject: who is Randall's Counterpart (State Director) at ADEM 

Preparing letter in response to Tarrant petition, and want to cc him. 
11 



Jennifer L. Wendel 
National Priorities List Coordinator 
Remedial Project Manager 

EPA Region 4 
61 Forsyth Street, S.W., 9T-25 
Atlanta, GA 30303 

wendel.jennifer@epa.gov 
(404)-562-8799 
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Mendez, Gayla 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

]en, Dawn, 

Howard, Ralph 
Friday, August 08, 2014 4:04 PM 
Wendel, Jennifer 
Taylor, Dawn 
Re: Petition Site in Tarrant, AL (near 35th Avenue) 
removed.txt 

Inf()rmc.tiun t<ed::-.cted pursuant t•J 
5 U.S.C. ~;ecticn ~i52 (b)(S), Ex,~mptiGn ). 
?rivile12ecl [nter/lntraAg':'ncv Cccumr;:nt ... -) :) J 

Sp .. cific;f;nvil:J!jo: -~~~-~--~~--lJ~l"--·-------
~atpi. (). ?lfU1141Ut, pr,. I P.G. I Site Evaluation Coordinator, Remedial Project Manager I Superfund Remedial and Site Evaluation 
Branch I Superfund Division I US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 4 I 61 Forsyth Street, SW 1 Atlanta Georgia 30303 1 
(Voice) 404-562-8829 (Email) Howard.Ralph@epa.gov 

-"'>< 
·~ Uruted States EtWitonmental ProtEe;;t Cr' A:;,er·cy 

From: Shell, Ronald T [mailto:RTS@adem.state.al.us] 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 2:50PM 
To: Howard, Ralph 
Cc: pdd@adem.state.al.us; Mayberry, Arnold 
Subject: RE: Re: Petition Site in Tarrant, AL (near 35th Avenue) 

Ralph, we can do both the PA and 51 to meet the required suspenses, but we would like to do them in addition to our 
currently scheduled grant commitments. 

We have already started preliminary work on the FYlS sites, but more importantly we will have to use some personnel 
on the PA & Sl in Tarrant that are not scheduled to do Sierra. To simply substitute Tarrant for Sierra would cause a ripple 
effect at this point that would affect several programs. 

If you are OK with us doing them as additional commitments, we need to discuss the scope of work, especially for the 51, 
including the exact area the petitioners want to be assessed. 

Look forward to hearing from you. 

Thanks. 

Ron 

Ronald T. Shell 
Chief, Environmental Services Branch 
Alabama Department of Environmental Management 
Post Office Box 301463 
Montgomery, Alabama 36130-1463 
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(334) 271-7771 
adem.alabama.gov 

ADEM 
Mission: Assure for all citizens of the state a safe, healthful and productive environment 

------~----------------- ---------

From: Howard, Ralph [mailto:Howard.Ralph@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 1:18PM 
To: Shell, Ronald T 
Subject: Fwd: Re: Petition Site in Tarrant, AL (near 35th Avenue) 

Hey Ron!, hope your afternoon is going well. 

Not long after we spoke yesterday, I was called on to help with school registration-setup and missed some time in 
the afternoon. But Jennifer sent this below, also not long after we spoke. So it appears we would like for you all to 
do both the PA, and the Sl, as part of the Year 2 Grant commitments during FY 2015. 

This would substitute in for another PA site planned for next year, and for the planned Slat Sierra Chemical. Target 
dates would be completing the PA by 7/1 and the Sl before the FY ended. 

As we were discussing, ADEM has had involvement at the site, though not from CERCLA PASI staff (your staff). And 
that ADEM may have specific concerns about the site. But from our perspective it makes to have you all participate. 
Substituting in public-complaint or public-petition sites like this has been done many times in the past few years, 
including at Lake Martin/Elkahatchee Creek Sediments, Pelham Open Dump/Burning, and Reichold Chemicals, just 
to name a few. 

Please let me know soon that your group can do this via our PASI Grant, and then let's talk about what sites to push 
aside until '16. 
Thanks-

~alfd (). ~tUMIUI(. p,.. I P.G. I Site Evaluation Coordinator, Remedial Project Manager I Superfund Remedial and Site Evaluation 
Branch I Superfund Division I US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region 4 I 61 Forsyth Street, SW 1 Atlanta Georgia 30303 1 
Voice) 404-562-8829 (Email) Howard.Ralph@era qov 
0 ------·---------

From: Wendel, Jennifer 
Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 11:12 AM 
To: Howard, Ralph 
Cc: Rigger, Don; Taylor, Dawn 
Subject: RE: who is Randall's Counterpart (State Director) at ADEM 

\.--.' 
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-: :·.~ ····.~ .1.1 ~·<·; ~--.(;:~~:--"ct~d pursuaiF ~·-'-
~' __ '·~--~~-.: __ .. ' ' ~52 c.-~)(5), ~xem~:;·i ~,:1 5. 

~ "'J"i \ 1; r_-_, ·--·~ ·: . ;~~·.::-/I ntta 1\~~:f:n~~ ~-~· ucurr.ent 

From: Howard, Ralph 
Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 10:56 AM 
To: Wendel, Jennifer 

'· J;:J \1 [./ t ,, 

Subject: RE: who is Randall's Counterpart (State Director) at ADEM 

-K 

From: Wendel, Jennifer 
Sent: Tuesday, August 5, 2014 9:03AM 
To: Howard, Ralph 
Subject: who is Randall's Counterpart (State Director) at ADEM 

Preparing letter in response to Tarrant petition, and want to cc him. 

Jennifer L. Wendel 
National Priorities List Coordinator 
Remedial Project Manager 

EPA Region 4 
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QUESTIONS & COMMENTS FROM PUBUC COMMENT PERIOD AND PUBLIC HEARING 
FOR ABC COKE 

tions unannounced day and night to ensure compliance of all federal, state, and local regulations. 

11.(Sharon Boshell, Presbyterian Manor, 926 Overton Avenue, Apt. 108, Tarrant, AL 35217). lmoved'to Presbyterian.-,Manor in December 2013; picked up the keys on 12-17-13, I believe. By the'evei¥ng of the 17th I 
started tq have a tickle and sore throat. By the next day l :had severe 1 -' : ,.j '' : ~ < ' 

-< ~ bron~hitis, whi$1ast~ f(jr ove.r twp months, as I recall. There was bla~k, fine dust9JI:Ai~~!io~~:¥~y~te_~Jro~-Jhe firs~ day. I liave set up ·;. filte • ·,, 11~:...... , ... , --~::: c -1:;.;, {> h an mr r •n lllY:i1eoroom.: _ . -7f~::,_ .· . , . · ;";, ::; h , \ •... ".i~:j~~ ·. . ~( '; '. ' .f;' ~~- ,, . -~\· :· 
Due t9, the conce#is£qyer air poll9~PP, and s_pOt a!IPresb)l!crian Manor the Department h~s ~rtdticted.AA iiiciqQ(* assessni~'nt and ~iU continue to . I"' . ' , . : ' . . 

, work with the coriunumty:tci ;;.malyze the comments received d~ng the pub-lic cot:mlle~t period. On May 16, 2014, the Department conducted an indoor . . air inspectiQn. The inspection did not reflect the conditions,outlined in the complaints. ·.'I,be Departmentnqted very· clean conditions M well as no evi­
dence of soot ~position ~ide the apartmepts.o~ in the air handling systems for the building (qn tlie iuof). 'flie. DepartUlentwill inSpect again if more . complaints are received. The Department would ~kiliat if you observe ex­cess emissions, unpleas{Ultodors or soot deposits:to call 930-1239 to file a timely complaint. 4 

, ,,;-., 

Jefferson County Department of' Health has the mission of improving air quality to protect public health across Jefferson County. The JCDH ac­
accomplishes this goal by l) working with federal and state programs to con­duct ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School) 2) conducting in~ spections unannounced day and night to ensure compliance of all federal, state, and local regulations. 

12.My name is Emory Harris ••. 1 am a resident at Presbyterian Manor 
Apartments ••• 926 Overton Avenue, Apt. 303-Tarrant, AL 35217. In 
regard to ABC Coke Plant I am less than 500 hundred feet from the 
plant. Soot comes in vent. 1) Bedroom, bathroom, kitchen, living room, 
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windows & window sill. I have to clean often, 2) I cannot walk outside. 
The [sic] ground is [sic] covered with soot .•• bottom of my shoes are [sic] 
black, 3) Sleep not good, 4) Appetite poor, S) Breathing not good. Please 
consider new permit. People are suffering from ABC pollution. I have 
been living here 5 years a~d,9 months., 

Due to tq~ concerns ove}" aJt pollution and soot at Presbyterian Manor the 
Depamrient has condu(!ted:{lti1nqoor air assessment and will corttjnue to 
worl~ with the co~miitj::tb~apiH~.the colfliilepts rece~xed during the pub­
lic comment ~riqct~,Q~ M~}'I6~~~9~4, th~ D~p~nt cgnducted ~indoor 
air inspection; TJit; ijlspection didJioJ r~flect ~e~¢onditi~pg outlin~d in the 
complftints. The.:p~p~ent O(lte<f;y~d~ari c9'pdition(as well:.hs no evi­
dence 'of soot deppsition"1nside 'tlie 'apartments or.' in the ~if' handling systems 
for the ~uilding (o~ the roof)~ The Department will inspect aga.in if more 
compla~ts are received. The Department would ask that if y9u observe ex­
cess emissions, Ullpleasant odors or soot depositSt~ calt'930~1239 to file a 
timely complaint. 

Jefferson County Department. of Healtbhas the rnissiop>of improving air 
quality to protect p~blic health across Jefferson County. The JCDH ac­
accomplishes this gontb.y l) wo~lcingwith federl),l and state programs to con­
duct ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School) 2) conducting in­
spections unannounced day"a.nd clght t~.eds~e compliance of all federal, 
state, and local regulations. -· 

13.Piease consider new permit. People are suffering from ABC pollu­
tion.' I have been living here 5 years [sic] & 9 months. 

Due to the concerns over air pollution and soot at Presbyterian Manor the 
Department has conducted an indoor air assessment and will continue to 
work with the community to analyze the comments received during the pub­
lic conunent period. On May 16, 2014, the Department conducted an indoor 
air inspection. The inspection did not reflect the conditions outlined in the 
complaints. The Department noted very clean conditions as well as no evi­
dence of soot deposition inside the apartments or in the air handling systems 
for the building (on the roof). The Department will inspect again if more 
complaints are received. The Department would ask that if you observe ex-

10 
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cess emissions, unpleasant odors or soot deposits to call 930-1239 to file a timely complaint. 

Jefferson County Department of Health has the mission of improving air quality to protect public health across Jefferson County. The JCDH accom­plishes this goal by l):working ·with federal and,~tate programs to conduct ambient air mqpitonng (Tarrant Elementary School)' 2)_conducting inspec­tions unaDJ10ttnced day,and night to ensure compliance ofaJl federal, state, and lo9afregulaijons. \.;: : · ·. _. ,: ·: '., 
" "i 

'x • :·!<J-1 ;·~ ~ ~: '\ ~''I 

J - '.::..:~:.~-:~/9~;,.:~ ~' :.}i~t:;::~·:1~:<t ff£ &J -~ 14.Mfpame is :~IMti,~i.)lall~ I livt\~~{?~6 Ore~o9 ~:en~~' Apt. 2f6, ~ar­rant, Alabmna:35~J~.: ·I have b~tping prpblems. · When I go .outside I f . ·':·-~-~H;~,Ll,~ ~c·~::-,·,,· ... ;v .. v ·:,.. -.~~ ~ have trouble ~1:"~'-~~g,_ I go_kq~i.d.~forJres~~ir butfJsic] be?use of the !>'.. , , ~<;<·,~r,.,.:,t..,T.··· · ·"'' 1 ··J--.T ... -{. ~ "''"" ,..,, ' ,.. polluti()n [sic],_ ~fa)l~o{'slliy.ldng•l~ · '· M •• ~ • - , ;: .J ~ ~,; ~-~.~) ' .' ~",;;<· ~:~•(,::· '" ~~ 1' .,· • > 
l 1 ' ''. < < 

'. ' ~·: 
;;/ Due to the con~ms ove~ air p(>llution and so9~ at Pt~sbyteriaft Manor the Department haS conducted an indoor air as:;essment and wilt' continue to work with the ~ommuility to ~alyze 'the comment.s re,ceh~ed during the pub­lic comment p~~od. On May ·t~, 20~4, the,Depa,ztm~n~ )Onducted an indoor air inspection. ~The inspeqtion did ,not reflect the conditions outlined in the complaints. The I?epartriie~tno~~ very Clean condjtions as well as no evi­dence of soot deposi~on inside the apartments or.iti the air handling systems . . . . . . " for the building (on the root)~ The Departrne.qt:wil1 inspect again if more complaints are received. The Department :~"o'.tdd ask that if you observe ex­cess emissions, unpleasant odors orsqofdeposits to call 930-1239 to file a timely complaint. · .. 

Jefferson County Department of Health has the mission of improving air quality to protect public health across Jefferson County. The JCPH accom­plishes this goal by 1) working with federal and state programs to conduct ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School) 2) conducting inspec­tions unannounced day and night to ensure compliance of all federal, state, and local regulations. 

15.(Gayle Cobb, 926 Overton Avenue, Apt. 215, Tarrant, Alabama 35217). I live across the street from ABC Coke owned by Drummond Company. I Jook outside my window every day and see black clouds they could be 

II 



QUESTIONS & COMMENTS FROM PUBUC COMMENT PERIOD AND PUBUC HEARING 
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white. Because of the pollution they are black. I was raised in Birming­
ham, Alabama. The community I grew up in an [sic] area that did not 
have a plant. Good clean air. 1970s I moved to Collegeville with my 
birth mother and pollution was bad. Jim Walters Coke was making me 
sick. My daughter was born 1982. My W;tushter has [sic] breathing 
problems she gQ.~ the doctor at least three to four,.t!me a year. My skin 
was burning and my eyes wer~ hurting, itching and red [sic]. I left Col· 
legevill~ilnd moved [sic] ba~ with my grandmother's [sic] house. I 
rais.e 'I~~Y daughteidiful ~isjhg~.W~t Princeton. I live at PreSbyterian 
Ma~or Ap~tPJ~iit/:J.~tm o~:~Jj~~tf[si~l~co~e. MyJ)ealth (sic] is not ~ • '., ''¥·~-~," -. , , ~--~ f ~~ .;, ~ .· \rt~ ~;\... ·.- ~·· good. Sometimt ·I'~ll go all day;without cit:~g, ~~us~a •. Som~time I 0 < • •• 'i• -.-.-.;... '• , • ' ""' ,• e. •• >~ :5 kno~ I am to·o [~~~J:«]~d to ha~~~qther ch,iht,I shoul4~not have a pro b .. 
lem w~th my st()iiliJch~r. ~y eye s~f!qn, Dr. John Long, was concerned 
[sic] abput my !~t·eye.. D~. L~ng did a surgical procedure on my left eye 
in 2000!>.He W'anted to know·why my eye was in the [iiJegible]. Maybe it 
was years, ago. The fir~t operati.on was [illegible] •. I ~eft Collegeville. Dr. •'• 

< 
• ,, 

Long told me my eye lid was not supposed to drop agai~~ I need the sur-
gical procedure ~gain. ltold Dr. Long I live across the street from ABC 
Coke. Surgiail·p.-o~edur~ (.~ctnopion??).: Ectnopi«;m, the turning out of 
an eye lid so that it does not lie closed [sic] QD th~ ~in-face of the eyeball. 

Due to the concerns over air pollution and soot at Presbyterian Manor the 
Department has conducted an indoor air assessment nnd will continue to 
work with the community to analyze"the comments received during the pub­
lic conunent period. On May 16,2014, the Department conducted an indoor 
air inspection. The inspection did not retlect the conditions outlined in the 
complaints. The Department noted very clean conditions as well as no evi­
dence of soot deposition inside the apartments or in the air handling systems 
for the building (on the roof). The Department will inspect again if more 
complaints are received. The Department would ask tha,t if you observe ex­
cess emissions, unpleasant odors or soot deposits to call 930-1239 to file a 
timely complaint. 

Jefferson County Department of Health has the mission of improving air 
quality to protect public health across Jefferson County. The JCDH accom-
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plishes this goal by 1) working with federal and state programs to con-duct 
ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School) 2) conducting inspec­
tions unannounced day and night to ensure compliance of all federal, state, 
and local regulations. 

16.1\lly name is Barblita· Johhs(»n:l been aroimd these plants all my life 
have. I have ~hortness [~ic] of breath from fumes froJQ.. the plant. It's 
coming ~$iC] from·the plant.: It'$ coming [sic] through th"e'vents in my 
apartment. It malfes m~sick'litliigb,t amd.day, coming throng~ my vents !H'' 

,, '\ < < < / • ! '; ~' ~ i \'0-, -~·> t ," > -__.:; < < > 

andion ~he o'!~i1~~~~~1l'I:~~~~~~~~e~,I~_!e ~ad col;J?h in my_ throat 
fro~. this. ' ' ·~~;·tj~-, ; .. · • .· },{f1( . . i,4 ~···· .. - ·-~ ' 
Due 'ip the coric~hi~\i~re~ air IX?ll~jion; :a,tid,~&t ~~ Presb~erian Manor the 
Department has ·Qij~duqt~~lan ~i~~~r Q{iassessment and will continue to 
work with the ci>mnn1nftjr to anBJyze tlie comments received during the pub-1 • . • lie coillli'l:ent period~ On May'16, 2014, the Department cond9cted an indoor 
air inspe~tlpn. The iilspeqtion did not reflect the-conditions,·outlined in the 
complaints. ·The Department nqted very cleari conditions. as well as no evi­
dence of soot deposi~ion inside thf; apartments or in the iUr handling systems 
for the building(on. tlie ro~f)> The Dep~ent ~ill'iri~pect again if more 
complaints are received .. The'Qepartmenfwo~ldJ,lSk that if you observe ex­
cess emissions, unpleasant odors prsoot depo_sits to call930-1239 to file a 
timely complaint. < ·, :; · · · ·· .. :.,t> 

-.;_.'-

Jefferson County Department of Health has the mission of improving air 
quality to protect public health across Jefferson County. The JCDH accom­
plishes this goal by 1) working with federal .and state programs to conduct 
ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School) 2) conducting inspec­
tions unannounced day and night to ensure compliance of all federal, state, 
and local regulations. 

16.(Betty Hobson??, Presbyterian .l\'lanor). I live at Presbyterian 1\tlanor 
on the fourth floor. My living room and bed room windows overlook the 
roof that's over the office and entrance. It is covered in thick soot that 
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never washes off. I can •t ever open my windows because it blows inside 
my apartment. 

Due to the concerns over air pollution and soot at Presbyterian Manor the 
Department has conducted an ~<!oor air assessment and will continue to 
work with the community to analyze the comments, received dwing the pub­
lic comment p,eriod. On May 16, 20 14, the Department conducted an indoor 
air inspection. The insj:>ectjon '<;lid )lot reflect the conditions outlined in the 
complaiilts. Th~ D~pl!ftm,..ep.fjroted very clean conditions as Well as no evi­
deqce of soo; ~~~~~~p~!,#l~~;t4~.:R~~ents o~ in the.~ handlfug systems 
for 1be builcijng :(<?n:~~;roof).;/11t~.J?e_p~~nt Will inspect again if more 
complaintS.#~ f~~jyed. The D~~ent w9pi(;task tlu~t if you opserve ex­
cess ~emissiqns, \i~pl~ant odors:Qt SPdtdep!?sitS'to calfJ30-123Q to file a 
timefy complau11iii:.r~t-~ '; . . • .. ·:··t .~~;{ • ,< :: :" .• . :" · '; ;~ 

\ . i' • •. ~~{:'>~;·./:;~'- .';':.):~. "<Y't :, .,,~;· ·. . c.· • i 
Jefferson Count)'Depmtm~nfof He~th has the mission of improving air 
quality to protect public health across Jefferson County. The JCDH accom­
plishes this goalby.l) working with federal ~dstate programs to con-duct 
ambient aif..,rnonltoring (Tarrant Elementary School) 2) conducting inspec­
tions unannounced day and night to.ensure !:Omp~iance pfall federal. state, 
and local regulation$. , : . · · . 

1 
,. 

' ' <-) .' • · •• ,.r --. -. ~. ;/ .~--=-" 

17.1 have a breathing problem'tha~.is getting worse. I now have a heart 
condition that is caused partlyJ>ypoUutjori. Cutting back on emissions 
would help all of us here: P,f~a5e copsider us by giving us fresher air to 
breathe. 

Due to the concerns over air pollution and soot at Presbyterian Manor the 
Department has conducted an indoor air assessment and will continue to 
work with the community to analyze the comments received during the pub­
lic comment period. On May 16,2014, the Department conducted an indoor 
air inspection. The inspection did not reflect the conditions outlined in the 
complaints. The Department noted very clean conditions as well as no evi­
dence of soot deposition inside the apartments or in the air handling systems 
for the building (on the root). The Department will inspect again if more 
complaints are received. The Department would ask that if you observe ex-
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cess emissions, unpleasant odors or soot deposits to call 930-1239 to file a 
timely complaint 

Jefferson County Department of Health has the mission of improving air 
quality to protect public health across Jefferson County. The JCDH accom­
plishes this goal by l}_workittgWiili federaland~,tate programs to con-duct 
ambient air m~nitoring (Tarrant Elementary School) 2).conducting inspec­
tions unannounced day and Iiight to ensure compliance of all federal, state, 
and lo~afregulations~ , / ·. 

; ~~.~H; ~~!~'"·:-··~;/4}"~1t;~,;·- < ,> ''. ~C~ ~ 
lS.Mfiname is. cm\~ii~1Todd; 'pf~bYteria.ii~fanor, 926<0vertoq: A venue, ': ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~< ~).i '< ', ~~ > -~ < ':.~· ' • }~ r-~ . . ..... ~~ ..j TarO,lDt, AL 35~!1.A::':fhis is i .. r~.~ds to ~Jl~Coke ~ Pollution. Black 

soot from the pl~t'~QOJe$ in fuy,~ ap~erit; g~ts on my cloth~, get on 
windJw sills~ t ~i;;~·b~~tilulg;Jtr~bl~ms and ~o appitite [sic]. I'm con­
cemed,[sic] bedusel hate riutie~ [sic] and COPE. I am. on oxygen 24 
hours pe.r: .. day/7 days per ~eek [sic] now.. . .. ·, . 

' > • ~ " 

Due to the c~ncerils :over air pollution ood soot at Presbyte~an Manor the 
Department h~ cop.c}ucted an mdo,or. air ~s~sment ~q~\vill continue to 
work with the co~~f;y.' t() analy~e th~. co.mrn~ts r~ceived during the pub­
lic comment peri6c;t.:On· lyfay·16~ 2014, the:Pepartment conducted an indoor 
air inspection. The:insp.eetl.on qid not reflect th~._eonditions outlined in the 
complaints. The Dep~~ntnt:>teclV~ff-cl~itconditions as welJ as no evi­
dence of soot deposition msi~e the aparlplents or in the air handling systems 
for the building (on the root).' The Department will inspect again if more 
complaints are received. The Depaiiment would ask that if you observe ex­
cess emissions, unpleasant odors or soot deposits to call930-1239 to file a 
timely complaint 

Jefferson County Department of Health has the mission of improving air 
quality to protect public health across Jefferson County. The JCDH accom­
plishes this goal by 1) working with federal and state_ programs to conduct 
ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School) 2) conducting inspec­
tions unannounced day and night to ensure compliance of all federal, state, 
and local regulations. 
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19.1 am Curtis Null?? I have been [sic] on Doctor White's medicine for 
sugar and heart medicine. Since I have been [sic] living at Presbyterian 
Manor and other illnesses [sic] for years, I believe [sic] I have developed 
a bad cough from ABC Coke because I have black particles in the water 
I drink and through t~~ yents in my ap!;lrtment (#206) and in the window 
black dust and vents and outside on the grounds.· It's getting bad. 

Due to.the concerns 9ver.airppilution and soot at Presbyterian ¥anor the 
Department has conquc@···ith. fudQor ·~ assessment and will cmitip.ue to 
~o~~ with the ~~~~~~~~'{()~~~ze.uie co~~#ts rece~yed durin~ u:e pub­
he ~mment ~dp.?,~JJn May l?,~.gpl~~ f:h~ Q~p~Ql~I;Jt. ~nducted;an mdoor 
air i~~ctio~.· };h~~~pectio~d,!$~~~~.ref7e~fth~:co~~iti~ns outll?ed in th: 
complamts. The~D~p~~qt not~.v~cy clean condttlons as well as no evt-\. ' ' \'," -~:f. ;: . '•'"':, ~ ,) ' .-,-\> ; 
dence ~f soot ~.e~S.lboti ~lQ~ th~ ~partments or in the air hangling systems 
for the b~ilding (on the root). The Department will inspect again if more 
complairit$ are received. The Department would ask that if you observe ex­
cess emissions, unpleasant odors or soot depositS to call 930-1239 to file a 
timely compl~nt.. · : · , ' 

Jefferson County Dep~rtinent of Health ha$ t1w miss{~~ of improving air 
quality to protect public health 'l~oss J~ffets()n C~mnty. The JCDH accom­
plishes this goal by b \V()rking with federal qnd state programs to con-duct 
ambient air monitoring ('f~t Elementary. School) 2) conducting inspec­
tions unannounced day and nigAt to ensure compliance of all federal, state, 
and local regulations. · · 

20.Gracie Bogan. I have been living here 9 years and the pollution has got .. 
ten worse [sic]. I am a diabetic with health problems and the ABC Coke 
plant makes my condition terrible. Over the past year I was told I have 
to take treatments from a breathing machine. Going outside is no longer 
pleasurable because of coughing and inhaling the fumes from across the 
street. There is a lot of black dust in my bouse all the time. I am right 
off of (Highway) 79. 
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Due to the concerns over air pollution and soot at Presbyterian Manor the Department has conducted an indoor air assessment and will continue to work with the community to analyze the comments received during the pub­lic comment period. On May 16, 2014, the Department conducted an indoor air inspection. The inspection did not reflect the conditions outlined in the complaints. The DepJ~!'tment·rtofe(fVery cleancQ?ditions as well as no evi­dence of soot 4eposition inside the apartments or m'th~ air handling systems for the buildilig (on the: ,tQot) •. Th~ Department will inspect again if more complaintS are rec~lv¢;;;rJle~Pepcirtment would ask that if'you observe ex­cess. eUrlssioll$; iiripl~a$ipj_fq~QfSi or $oot deposits to call 930-1239Jo file a ti~ly complam(¥;~,-,_~·2~~~~~{/i.~J;_;~:t:~,t'. J,;::"~· ~ ,:~; · ~';'/ ?, -~ . .: ,\:~~;~~?~-~< ; ~<~~1:·-.;> ',,_-~1?.\ ~~ ;~t t 
Jeff~rson ~lllltY~f>~p~ent o~lf~thhas. U}e:J¢ssiontQf improving air quahty to p~q~pfip~J~c health~C):_p~sJeffe~son:9ounty-tJ11e JCOH accom­plishes this got!tPi:t)::~()f~g::wltli.fedenU and'state programs to conduct ambient air monitonng.('fairimtElementary School) 2) conducting inspec-...... ' • '•, '' •. ' . f tions uii~ounced day and night to 'ensure compliance of all federal, state, and local regulations~ . ' · 

)1 
' ' • .. 

' : ~' . 
' . 

2l.Mildred Marb,~?,?,·?t6 O!erton.A veriue,. Af~ 40~;·B'ham, AL 35217. 
My health conc~ll iS' ~ergies{and big? b~ood .Pl;"~ure. When I lived 
here I had allergy·~attac~ pf,~neeZing, coug~g;Jieadaches, wheezing 
and shortness of br~atlt [sic]. I c~ntinue to hav~ breathing difficulties 
and shortness of breath an~ give o11t easUyt'r lived here for five years. 
However, I continued [sic] to wprk flerefor the past year. When I lived 
here there was a continuous am~unt of black dust in my apartment. It 
was on the window sills, blinds, furniture, and floors. I was on the side 
of the Coke Plant and could actually see the pollution in the air. It 
would seem like it was thiCk in the air at times .. We need help •. We sen­
iors need just a little help from someone to care abOut us! 

Due to the concerns over air pollution and soot at Presbyterian Manor the Department has conducted an indoor air assessment and will continue to work with the community to analyze the comments received during the pub­lic comment period. On May 16, 2014, the Department conducted an indoor air inspection. The inspection did not reflect the conditions outlined in the complaints. The Department noted very clean conditions as well as no evi-
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dence of soot deposition inside the apartments or in the air handling systems 
for the building (on the root). The Department will inspect again if more 
complaints are received. The Department would ask that if you observe ex­
cess emissions. unpleasant odors or soot deposits to call930-1239 to file a 
timely complaint 

' ' . 
Jefferson County Department of Health has the rri.ission of improving air 
quality to protect public health ao;oss Jefferson County. The JCDH accom­
plish~ this goal by 1) working wjth ~ederal and state programs to con-duct 
ambient air monitoring ('tarrant ~lementary School) 2) conducting inspec­
tioqs unannoUnc¢ qay abd' nigl'\t-!9 ~n~ure: ~ompliance of all federal, state, 
and local regtihidQn$:: · · . ''f;:~ . t' ~-~ 

·, ~ :"- ~ 1 <~ ; ' ~< ::~-\~~~ ' ~'·~ ·~'"' :; 

u ~ t < ' (~."·, ..... ; :·. ' '<'~>". ,' .~ . 
:~: 
>--;"'. , ',, ... ., ;,~ 

;'!' ' ~ > ,-, 

< ,:, .;.· 
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' 
' 
't 

j' ' ' 

{ t'' ...._; 

;::.,r-- ... ,,,,_~ ... 
>*.t 

' '• 

-\ 

f 

Additional:~questions and/or commentS are included in 
the AppendiX·.,-., 'fhey' are illclud~d· In the, Appendix be-..; . - ,f i • ' ... -~ l: ' . ' ' < • ~ cause they aretQo·Iol1g,,vo~uniirtous, ~rid/or lengthy to ' ' . . ' . . ' . ' {.' be included ili the·above·section. 

.. . ~.:_,.J: 
~ ' f""' 

19 



QUESTIONS ft COMMENTS FROM PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND PUBLIC HEARING 
FOR ABC COKE 

Appendix 

1. See Appendix- Attachment A-1 

In response to request to modify comments submitted; the Department does not al­
low the modificatiQn of comments previously submitted in the modifications are 
submitted outside of the cotnrD.ent period ... 

~ < ~ " "' ' ~ < ! • 

This Dep~ent appte9.i~~ .. ;O~~~ ~~~C~fn.~d int~.~est in/ ~or the c~n_ununity. 
: . . ·*[;~·'\'/ ' ;>~ ,; i '{! '' : .. 

Regarding ~ealth: 't'~; .:. ·. :, ... .:i; ,, 
, '2:l,..;',.<;,~,~.-, ·::::·· r~- 1~ , 

While ABC,Coke do~.bni(f·~ tQ~ic~ (s8tii¢ of,wbich:.ilre carcinogens including 
benzene, dio~nzo~;. ~thy} benzene t;J.ap~thalene, PAHs, phenol, styrene, tolu­
ene, and xylene). JCDH uses federal stan_dards developed by EPA tc;rreduce, con­
trol, or eliminate air toxics ~nd prot~t pQblic health .. These standards are mainly 
National EmissionS Standards for Hazardoi.JS Air Pollutant$ (~HAPS) and the 
Maximum Allowa~le Control Technology (MAC'T)~ Iitaddition,·the Department 
assures that the air m Jefferson County meets federal cle,an air .standards. Current­
ly, the county is design·a.ted as attaining' all such'$~dards~ ~or more information 
on these standards visithttp://www.epa.g~~/ttn/atw/mactfnlalph.html. 

In addition, a relatively recenfassessment o~air toxiq$·conducted (School Air Tax­
ies Study) by the USEPA in Tarrant City,, with tlt~'monitoring site located at Tar­
rant Elementary School, yielded concentratipns' of benzene, arsenic, lead, and ben-

~,...< ~ 

zo(a)pyrene that were found to be below levels of concern, levels at which adverse 
health effects have been observed. Levels of lead, a pollutant for which there are 
national st~ndards for ambient (outdoor) air, are below the level of the national 
standard for protection of public health. Levels of pollutants associated with coke 
plant emissions, including benzene, arsenic, and benzo(a)pyrene and associated 
longer-tem1 concentration estimates were not as high as suggested by the infor­
mation available prior to monitoring. Although they were below the levels of sig­
nificant concern that had been suggested by the modeling information, these result~) 
indicate the influence of these pollutants of concern emitted from nearby sources. 
As a result, the air taxies monitoring sntdy was not extended at this school or in 
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this area. This information can be found at 
http://www.epa.gov/scboolair/schools.html. 

The Department currently uses the acceptable risk range of lxl0-4 to lxl0~6 guid­ance provided by EPA for individual and cumulative concentrations; however, it is 
the Depw.tment's goal to coJ.l,tinue.to:irtiprove'all air toxics levels to the lower end 
of the risk range. Th~ .Department achieves this goal by 6ond~cting air toxics stud­
ies in conjunctioq .with EPA and through NESHAP and MACT stfllldards enforce-- <; 

t ment. • 

Again, while there~ ~o~~J&.·6e:~bfti~~~.$tssiQp~ of,Qdors an9 particul~·te matter from the facility, ~e fa~i~is curre~tliin~~pmpii~c~;, based Q.n the late.st inspec­tion completed at 'the f~pi'(ity. The D~p~ent has,fO~istentl~ encouraged th~ 

~;::;~~;::~~e:~:~~~.~6iu; t:;~~~:~ b: ~:;';:g 930-1239 to flle a timeJy.~qmpla~t;. · · · · · .~ · .·. . ~ 
~~ • i ~' ~ 

c. 
~ . 

Comments regarding .draft permit coftditlons, specjfically Perrillt Conditions 14 and 45 are have been approved by the state environmental agencyi· ADEM and are deemed to be appropriate, as Written, and federally-enforceable.;, However, the De­
partment has modifie4 Permit Conditiol;l:No. 14 to address Y91:U" concerns by add-ing specific measures' to cQntroJ ·fugitive,emissio~~ ·., · ".:'l 

' t' . ! { ~' ' '> ~~ '"'. !\.\ 

•' . ~ ~~' . . ~ 

2. See Appendix -Attachment A~f'.' , 

Response to Comment 1 

With respect to the discrepancy in CO emissions, the actual emissions used in the 
permit renewal are available upon request in the permit application. The 15723.74 tons of CO referenced was a calculation estimate that was based on old factors and was not corrected in the database. The actual number of 763.004 tons per year as referenced in the public noticed engineering evaluation is correct ~d is based on 
EPA published AP-42 emission factors. There is not an actual difference as the 
permit was based on the correct emissions as determined by the Department. 
Please note that the 2013 emissions will load up with updated factors after they are 
submitted to EPA in December 2014. Finally, the engineering evaluation's refer­
ence to "see the attached" is in referring to the application materials which are 
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submitted to EPA and ADEM. A redacted copy of this document is available for 
viewing. 

Response to Comment 2 

All emission units listed are 4t accordarice with their respective requirements for 
controls and monitoring. · 

Response t~ Colnment 3 ... • 
f'' .,"-_ 

/y ' '·. ~ •, ;- .,.' ~':.~.~ ·~ "f,,! "' .. "~:· :: ;.\ . ~ The Dep~ent uses,-EP~ ~pprC?Vedf~G,tpr,s· apd IDetho¢; along: with production 
data, the I#ost recen~stiic~"t~stdata~ ol?~~!JffltiQ~s:~f:llld~farious .tFports to calculate 
the facilityl s current eriilisions. .• -;- :;;;':/.: ';: :,. ';; !.f" •'· . l,',~ ' 

: .. ' ·. _:~f;;,~!J~: ~ { \ . -. _:~;i 1!:~-> r . / ./-' i :iJ r~ 
Opacity is an indicato~(?t~~~r~o~ iil;ipfpper.operation1of control equipment and is 
used in part tq·esti~t#~emtssi§ri.s~~p,ic~in¢1ude Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs) 
This is done ~ing the National Eillission~ Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 
(NESHAPs) fot.Cok~ Ovens: ~shing._ Quenching, and Battery Sta.ck-Background 
Information for Propo~ed. Standards (EPA453/R-Ol-006).., This procedure assigns 
a hood capture efflt;:iency based on maximum opaCity obs~i:Ved,.during an individu­
al push. The Dep~tmt reads pushes inonthly and uses this Jnfonnation to assign 
and average capture eft}ciencies p~ eabh pattery. ,the average is used in conjunc­
tion with AP-42 Chaptet·l2 factors to estimate emissions_ (both HAPs and criteria 
air pollutants). Further, it Is u_seci to eval~a~ ~e effici~nc'y of the emergency 
bleeder flares which help dete~e ~e_lim?Unt,o~l!APs emitted. 

The Continuous Opacity Monitors (COMs)'are.designed to measure the opacity 
from the underfire stacks as required by 40 CFR 63 Subpart CCCCC. 

Response to Comment 4 

The Jefferson County Department of Health thanks you for your comments and 
will take the commenter's suggestions on continuing to make permits more reada­
ble. 

It is the Department's goal to make Title V Permits as readable as possible; how­
ever, consideration must be given to the fact that permits are mainly written to con­
tain technical language that are meant to enforce the regulations that are applicable 
to the facility and show the complexity of the facility's processes. 
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The pollutant emission limitations are typically located on the first page of each 
emission unit with the regulatory requirement listed to provide a quick overview 
for the public. 

The Department also provided fact sheets along with a presentation at the public 
information session located,..~t Tarrant Elementary-School on March 19,2014 to 
explain issues specifi~ to the ABC Coke Title V Renewal;'"'·, 

, , r~ 
~ '" . , , , ., I 

The Dep~nf also conducted.',a ''Proof is in the Permit'' training tha~ can be ac­
cessed on the Jefferson Qbl.lllty/PeP.~tfi!.ep.t of Health that shows the requirements 
of the. Titl~ V Per~~~jJ!o_c~~:m~~y~~~YJ~~ag~ This ~~~ram w~ devel­
oped m co~Jaboratt9tq~~~the EPA an4~!'.~a$~.g,()q~~th~EPA v~rs1on of tpe "Proof 
is in the Permitu located ~~ '. :· q:~.;;·, /:",': ,.~ ::J ~;:. · " · · • · ,;;;; 
http://www~epa.gov/otf~~fipl/permitsl~iifticlt:;'r&otfhnffi '.~- .;· 

t . . ~~ ~~~~.:i3.:L ':.:: : ~ .:.:;~'{;~~" ~lji",.. . ,~~ .~~ i' 
If any resideqts have. ajiy diff,iculf}r undersf8nding any aspect of a specific permit, '.· ..._ ,f • . . • ."! the Departmen~ will proVIde a5sistal1ce ,as needed. ) 

Response to Co~enf6 
- . 

When a condition aD:d regulation are ilicluded aiid:accepted by the source it is con­
sidered as part of the Petm;ti~ anq the~eby practically' enforce,able. However, in or­
der to address your con&rns the Depaittnent ·Jili.S· D:lodifie,~~condition 14 to include 
the specific measures that ~C Go~e mu~t use to 'ensll!e'the enforceability of the 
condition. The Department th~ you f<?F .your ,cq!U!rient. 

"'~-;~.- -!", .·~'<· 'w, , 

Response to Conclusions 

( 1) The commenter' s interpretation of the Jefferson County Board of Hea1th Air 
Pollution Gontrol Rules and Regulations (the ·~egulations") is incorrect. The 
Health Department enforces and applies all applicable federal; state, and local reg­
ulations, including, as to ABC Coke, the EPA's National Emissions Standards for 
Hazardous Air Pollutants ("NESHAPs") and the Maximum Achievable Control 
Technology regulations ("MACT"). ABC Coke's compliance with these regula­
tions, and the Health Department's regulatory efforts to maintain ABC Coke's 
compliance, best ensure that ABC Coke does not emit prohibited air pollution. 

(2) See response to item (1) above. 

(3) See response to item (1) above. 
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( 4) See response to item (1) above. 

(5) The Health Department has not been provided evidence that would show 
that the renewal of ABC Coke's permit would unlawfully impact or violate the civ­
il rights of minorities. As detailed througliout this document, the Health Depart­
ment's efforts to infon,n: ahd involve the public throughout the permit renewal pro­
cess have exceeded' the req~irements.of applicable law. For example, the Health 
Department chose to.~llow sigt)ifipan~y more time for the public to s1,1bmit com­
ments tha1;1 was requite<L".ThE? Il~fllt4Pe.Par:tffi~nt chose to hold a public infor­
mation meeting in.Tan,:~t·on.~h~lt,'~~l4~~·ati;r~g :~hich time the He~lth De­
partment received q\Je~_(iqP,s. from the,~ pi.!bl~~ ~4 shortly there3#er proviged written 
responses. In additr£?11;,th~,Health Depw;ijnentlield:~ ptiblic he~ng (for~ over three 
hours) on Aprill4.~ ~0~4t·~~.a1lowe~.ei~f)rindiyidua~who w~~hed to speak to do 
SO. -- , ;~~~: ;:;,,·'t~7~,~~. >~·'---~,,":f:t,~:-,"".:h.~ r ·L-: -:.~ . 

. ,., . . 
·;. ~ • ' ; 'r.~-;:4 .~ l . • l ' " • ' •. ' : 

(6) The provisions of the H~alth Depart:menes Regulations. goverping fugitive 
dust have not been declared Unconstitutional. Furthermore, ABC Coke has not ob­
jected to the enforc;eability of these provisions or to the inclusion.of such require­
ments in its permit •. lll'espective, the Department has decided to modify the permit 
See Response to Comment No.6 ahoy~, . ' ' · 

:_ ~ . " ' 

,· 'i ; l -f 

(7) The draft permit dqes rtot llinit the Health. Office£'s power to abate unlawful 
odors under the Regulations.The drtlft perinit specifically quotes and includes § 
6.2.3 of the Regulations, whid~ governs unlawful odors. Draft Permit General 
Condition 45 provides an additional control of odors that supplements the require~ 
ments of§ 6.2.3 of the Regulations. · 

(8) The use of Diffe£ential Absorption Light Detection and Ranging (DIAL) 
would be based on a need provided to JCDH from EPA to monitor pollutants in 
addition to actual monitoring that has already occurred in the Tarrant area. This 
would be in supplement to the MACT arid NESHAP standards that are written and 
assessed by EPA. The Department has no basis or ability to require such monitor~ 
ing. The availability of this technology is very limited and still uses methods to 
estimate emissions at the facility rather than measuring actual ambient concentra~ 
tions. DIAL is, accordingly, not feasible as a long-term monitoring method as it 
must be shipped (large truck) from the National Physics Laboratory, located in the 
United Kingdom and its availability is unknown. Technologies such as this and 
others are used to detennine whether regulations are effective. As such, this re-
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quest is not a local permitting issue of/by the Department but more of an EPA poli­cy issue and should be addressed by EPA. 

3. See Appendix -Attachment A-3 
,.._.. ,:, ~'!, ...,., ' - ', ... ~ ·~· ''!""7 

The Department issues all Title V permits in accordance· with the requirements 40 CFR 70. ·. 

Regarding li~alth· ',. · ·· · · . '~>; p -~; :~ ;.,: ,-} , 

• ~ • : · 1: ~\:~·\,-;:·~:e;~~·~\.~·,~:.-~.:.r;; .. :. .. :~:,~j,. )~ · ·r:: I While ABC Coke d~~i~Wt"~ir tbxic~: t{§rl;te hf w~p~~e carqijiOgens ~eluding benzene, dibenzofu.i~:;ft)iyl benzene_@pbthalen~PA,Hs,pb~nol, styr~ne, tolu­ene, andxy1ene). J«ZPJ:it~*~~federa,l s~cf~dSde~elol?ed by ~A to reituce, con­trol, or eliminate air to*ic'$@d;prote(.!~HUbll~ healfh ... These stiihdards jire mainly National Emi.ssions-St!u~:for~J;lazardQuS Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) and the Maximum AllowablC:i''Co.ntrolTechl1olog)' (MACT). Inaddition, the Department assures that the~.~ in Jef(er$on. Co~nty meets fed~ra\ ,clean air. stan9ruds. Current­ly, the county is d~ignated as attairiing all such standards. For mqre information on these standards" visit http://www .epa.gov/ttn/atw/mactfnlafph.htm1. n 
' < • 

' ' '~ 

In addition, a relati~~lyrecent asse~sinellt'·of ah:,toxics·conduct~d (School Air Tax­ies Study) by the USEPA:·~ T~tCiti,with fAe m~!litO#iig site located at Tar-~).' " ' ' ,. < ' J '. " ,.. rant Elementary School, yfelded concentra,tions of.b~~ene, arsenic, lead, and ben-zo(a)pyrene that were found' fo .pe belowJevels ~f con~ern, levels at which adverse f';. f < ,< «,I ,.,,, health effects have been observed.', Levels ofl~d; a po1Iutant for which there are '-x J"',' ' ,f national standards for ambient (outdoorJiirnire below the level of the national standard for protection of public health. Levels of pollutants associated with coke plant emissions, including benzene, arsenic, and benzo(a)pyrene and associated longer-te~ concentration estimates were not as hlgh as suggested by the infor­mation available prior to monitoring. Although they were below tlte levels of sig­nificant concern that had been suggested by the modeling infonnation, these results indicate the inJl.uence of these pollutants of concern emitted from nearby sources. As a result, the air toxics monitoring study was not extended at this school or in this area. This information can be found at 
http://www.epa.gov/schoolair/schools.html. 
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The Department conducts ambient air quality monitoring at Tarrant Elementary SchooL This monitor is part of a large monitoring network throughout Jefferson County to determine compliance with federal healthy air standards. The county is currently designated as in attaining all federal standards for healthy air. 

As EPA funding allows an~ EPA mandates: 

The Departmentponducts air. taxies monitoring studies in conjuncJion with EPA. Based on mo9-itored concen~~on.s:, the.~PA then typicaUy conducts a risk as­sessment ,to·aetermine if~ll)issi~l1S,P~~Jobe reduced. The risk assess~~nt is then used to determine if health r~1ated. shiqi~Fai-trwaromted by theftgency for Toxic ' . ' . 1- ~ . -· .. ) '-~ ' 1 . ' ' . ~ ' ' . .,./ ' • 
_I substance and Disease!~~g1stry '(ATS,Q:§),'which.G~nct~cts puovc health assess-ments using the monito~e~lconcentratio~; . . :,'1 . · · · : 

< ' 'j , .. ~ :-~:~<-~~ ~. ' :. t ·.~ •. ~-... t) _·:~ :; -~'::! i:~i ~ 
The JCDH relies onth~~A~fU1tf:theATSDR to:~~nduct healtblpollution related correlation si}Jdies. Ttt~e typesfudies require resources that are not readily avaiJa­bJe at a localle.vel. To the view the process for a risk assessment ple~e visit: http://epa.gov/iiskasses$mentlbasicinformation.htm#arisk. ' ~, ' . / 

' ' -

Visit http://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/trajning/public-bealth-assessment-overviewlhtmJ/ for a defmition of pul;>lic health assessments or · · · 
http://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/HAC/PHA/HCPHA.asp?State=AL for public health as­sessments and consultatiops conducted in the State of Alt1,biuna. 

Response to Note 

,, 
0 

The Department offers the web version,ofthe permit as a public service to the resi­dents of Jefferson County for easy access. A hard copy of the permit can be viewed anytime during the permitting cycLe at the Jefferson County Department of Health office located at 1400 Sixth Avenue South Birmingham, AL 35233 or can be emailed upon request if a technical difficulty occurs on the website. This permit was made available from February 9, 2014- Aprill7, 2014 on the website. The Department apologizes for a computer glitch on April 18, 2014 that took the permit down from 12 am until2 pm due to the changes made during extensions of the comment period. The Department personnel worked diligentlyto get the permit back up as soon as they were made aware of this problem and are currently taking steps to make sure this error does not occur in any future permitting cycles. 

4. See Appendix- Attachment A-4 
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This Department appreciates your concern for the community. 

The Department conducts ambient air monitoring in and around the facility includ­ing a monitoring site located at Tarrant Elementary School to monitor criteria (pol­lutants). 
::¥ ,. 

Regarding health: 
:.<'.I 

' ·. ' . ' ·, :, While ABCJ16ke does e~f~ t?,x~c,~ (so~~ of which are carcinogens,including benzene, ~benzofur~, ~tp.r;t.'~~~~:~,~pli~e~.ene, P~, p~enol, styieJ?.e, tolu­ene, and ~,Yl.ene). ?GP.4:.?~es._,;federa};:s!$;.2:clli .... ~~dct,Y .. ~lo]_ed by·EP·;'"~ A to red.uce, .con­trol, or ellininate au=. tQ~Ics::an:d protect Rubiic. healtli $:~ese standards are mamly Nati~nal E\nissions· S~~'~ for Ha.z~~oll$:Ah- Pgiiq!fuitS. ~r:wsHAPs) and the Maxtmum Allowab~eQqn,lful·Te.chnqlq·gy;QvrAqT). Iij addttiqp., the D~partment assures that the air in J~ffersonf;:!,qprilfjiieet.Sfederal tl=ean air'standards. Current­ly, the county is desigrlated~~ptt~ga.Jlstich standards. For more information on these stand~ds visit http://www.epa.gov/ttnlatw/mactfnlalph.html. <-J '; I" ,, , . . . , i ' ' • 

In addition, a relatively'tecent assessment of ail" toxics conducted (School Air Tox­ics Study) by the U~EPA:1n·'fadant City, with th~ tnQnitoring .site located at Tar­rant Elementary SchOO, I,. Yjel~d coqcen,trations of bel1Zehe; ~enic. lead, and ben­zo(a)pyrene that were'io~d t9: b~}'>~lo\VJevels,of.conceni~J~vels at which adverse health effects have been obs·erv:ed.·:'Levels of lead, a polf.titant for which there are national standards for ambient'(ou~d()dr) ail,: are belo.W'the level of the national standard for protection of publi~'h_~a1tkteveis of.tk>llutants associated with coke plant emissions, including benzene, ars.e,ptci arid benzo(a)pyrene and associated longer-term concentration estimates were not as high as suggested by the infor­mation available prior to monitoring. Although they were below the levels of sig~ nificant concern that had been suggested by the modeling information, these results indicate the influence of these pollutants of concern emitted from nearby sources. As a result, the air toxics monitodng study was not extended at this school or in this nrea. This information can be found at 
http:l/www.epa.gov/schoolair/schools.html. 

Regarding the acceptable risk range for air taxies: 

The Department currently uses the acceptable risk range of lxl0-4 to lxl0-6 guid­ance provided by EPA for individual and cumulative concentrations; however, it is 
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the Department's goal to continue to improve all air toxics levels to the lower end of the risk range. The Department achieves this goal by conducting air toxics stud­ies in conjunction with EPA and through NESHAP and MACT standards enforce­ment. 

The Department conducts ait toxics· mom toting studies ,in conjunction with EPA. Based on monitored '!oncentrations, the EPA then typically conducts a risk as­sessment to determiiie if emissions n~ed to be reduced. The risk ~ssessment is then used to dete~e if health re.Jat~ st\tdi~ are warranted by the Agency for Toxic Substance. arid Disease_~egismr7 (ATSJ.)}r) which conducts public health assess-, 
: > ~~~ < '"' ,'''' •• • ~·"'..l<·'· ~ ·~ ments using the monitored.gppceri~\!9~; · ·· · ·~:,..,. .. rf ·~~ : ~ ~ i · · :'[~~~V{ji: .. · , ·. ,,·:.;{\~ic• ·· · .. ~; ~.:~t :~ ; ~· 

The JCDHrelies on th~'l!fAs.and the A:t$D,R. to. cqj).dtift heaiuypoiiutiojl related correlation ;~tudies~·Th#i~·~e s~udi.¢~ f$~lliretes9iirc~ that at$ not rea~y availa­ble at a local level .. To m~:vie\y the.pwc~sfoNi'risk assessment please visit: http://epa.gov/riskas_sessmentlb~icinfoqnation.htm#arisk. 

Visit http://wwW.atsdr.cdc.gov/traininglpublic-health-assessment-overview/html/ for a defmition otpublic health assessments Of.·. . . . . . . . . , . I 

http://www.atsdr.cdc.goviHACIPHA/HCPHA.asp?Stat~AL for ·public health as­sessments and consultations cond~tcted.in the State of Alaballl.l:L' ''~-:.' ' "; ' :- ' J ' ' i' . ' i~ 
The JCDH has not curr~ntly received ~y fedeci.lrequests_..to conduct and/or assist in any additional health/pallution studies in the· Tamuit.Area. The Department is only mandated to conduct mom~onng.for.«;riteria altpollutants. In addition, the Department does not have the cap·a~ityto:cortduct'specialized, comprehensive health assessments. The Department'wor~s closely with organizations such as A TSDR to complete these types of assessments. 

The Department encourages you to contact us as. soon as possible at 930-1239 to file a timely complaint when you do see excess emissions or observe unpleasant odors. 

The Department promptly responds to all complaints received and provides foilow­up to the complainant at their request. Due to the time sensitive and nature of air 
complaint~, the Department would request any residents to file a complaint with the Department immediately upon seeing any visible emissions, orders, or other air pollution violations. 
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The Department has strived to obtain meaningful input during the public notifica­tion of the draft Title V renewal permit for ABC Coke. The Environmental Protec­tion Agency currently requires the Department to: 

"Publish a notice to inform public of (1) the public comment period (usually 30 days) for the draft permit, an~ £2) establish a deadline for requesting a public hear­ing on the draft permit~ <>The'notice can be published m a newspaper of general cir­culation in the area-where ·~e source .is located or in a State publication, like a State register.~Tlie permittinga~thoJity',must mail notices of draft-permits to per­sons who have request!!d fq .Q~· ci~' it ~fug Ust" 
(see:htt :/Jwww.e a.aovlf't':on9!i&l:erffiitltit1ev- ublic- art.html :; 

? '. . .·'~~~~;if;~ ·~ ''',;:~~::~;;.; .: ·, '•]h t~ J~ ~ :ne Depatpnent ~as·~~~~#~~~d the ~~~ require':m~~ts of.~yolving the public Ul the proc~sof IS$U,mgJ!i~·~¢newal ~~tforA~C ~oketo ensure th~t any po­tential affected citizens~.h~\ie:~ll.n '(jp~tr t3 comment. .The Department made the decision to ~~fvariq#s·rt;:quests .by.the public in order to be responsive to permitting C;oncems~ · ·' · · · · ~ · ·, ·'., · .. ·· · ' 
' >' -' • ~ ., ' ' -.., > 

The following de.mon8trates how the Departinent has met~n~ironmentaljustice guidance concerning permittfu.g. , J : 
-

~ > ~ 
_. , t ". , ; , I " t , ' ~ , The Department took ~e f9llo~ing st~ps·to ens':lre ·~eater'~pblic involvement: l) Published draft p~nni~ an~ pub~ic notic~;op Febz:uaiy 9, 2014 both in the Birmingham News and the·JCDa: Wybsite; , · ~ ·· ~ 

2) Granted and published public-hearing noti~.oii March 9, 2014 in the Bir­mingham News allowing $e. put> lie. 36 days· (instead of the minimum of 30 days) before the date of the 'pu~llc·h~arfng on April 14, 20 14; 3) Held training for North Birminghafu Community Leaders March 19,2014 on coke plant operations; 
4) Held public information meeting on March 31,2014 at Tarrant Intermedi­ate School in order to give the public/affected residents a chance for mean-ingful involvement; · 

Regarding notification of the public infonnation meeting, required advance notice of public was given in the Birln.ingham News, on the Department's website, on signage in front of Tarrant Elementary for eleven days. · · 

The meeting was covered by various news agency including ABC 33/40, CBS 42, Fox 6, AL.com, and a few other news agency throughout Birmingham. The JCDH conducted interviews with all these agencies and informed the public of their op-
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portunity to get involved in the process. (Not required) JCDH also passed out per­
mit fact sheets, timelines for Walter Coke and ABC permitting important dates, 
and slideshows to the public. 

The Department received comments on written cards at this public information 
meeting which were all answered byJCDHoriApril9, 2014 so questions and an­
swers could be received and analyzed before the public liearing. The comments 
were mailed out .c;ludng the final week of April 2014. This document is included in 
the permitting record. . · .. , 

: < ~· ' ' ' ¥ " ' ' 

5) G~nted and Jlyl<i:'~ pti'&Ht-;hetriiQg teitrdwg tit~ Title y~Permit fqr ABC 
CQke on A.pdl/!4r~P14 from r:9Q::4:P<> at l.~I}~r s Con£erence R,oom A. 

6) Held additiona!~imitting pr~~ss and coke· plant training on Aprill2, 
20i4 andA~ril~~5j:~p14 ?~ the1;f~Iih BiJ:I@bg~fm Lib~~ and ,the Harri-manJ>ark Rec,t:"eatio~.Faclltty~ :·c.,_:;::·,.···'-- · 

7) Exten9ed the public'~omniemtperiod dosed on Aprill8, 2014 giving an 
effective coiriment perlod of 68 days.(as opposed to the reg~latory mini-
mum of~O days). . · 

i 

S. See Appendix- Attachment A-S 
-·- • : ' ! ·~ -The Department would-.bke to thaillc you for your comment;: 

, :· : l '. / 
( ' ·" 

The county is currently in desigmlted~·attaining all fed~ral healthy air standards . .. 
To continue to improve air quality ~d topr~tt;:ct public health across Jefferson 
County, the JCDH continues to: 1) worJciilg· with federal and state programs to 
conduct ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School) and 2) conducting 
unannounced daytime and evening inspections in addition to field observations that 
are designed to ensure compliance of all federal, state, and local regulations. 

Regarding Health: 

While ABC Coke does emit air taxies (some of which are carcinogens including 
benzene, dibenzofurans, ethyl benzene naphthalene, PAHs, phenol, styrene, tolu­
ene, and xylene). JCDH uses federal standards developed by EPA to reduce, con­
trol, or eliminate air taxies and protect public health. These standards are mainly 
National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) and the 
Maximum Allowable Control Technology (MACT). In, addition, the Deparbnent 
assures that the air in Jefferson County meets federal clean air standards. CUtTent-
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ly, the county is designated as attaining all such standards. For more information on these standards visit http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/mactfnlalph.html. 
In addition, a relatively recent assessment of air toxics conducted (School Air Tox­
ics Study) by the USEPA in Tarrant City, with the monitoring site located at Tar­
rant Elementary School, yield~ concentrations,ofbe~ne, arsenic, lead, and ben­
zo(a)pyrene that we~c;.found to be below levels of conc~ni·~·Ieyels at which adverse 
health effects have bee~ o~served •. Levels of lead, a pollutant fot which there are 
national star:tda;ds for)uni:Hent (outcf:oo~) ~1 are below the level of die national , , , ... ·i a '"' ,. - ~. . ,;.._ "~ ··: , ., . , . " 

~ 

standard .~o~ prot:c~~~,_~f~y~Pn~..,~~~1t1}7r~ytrl$~~~ poH]tJants ~~ociated ·wi~ coke 
plant enus~10ns, tnc~~~Mrf~~~ene, ~~~i~,}¥1d b~~~~a)pyre~;~ and ass?~tated 
Ionger-tern:t concent(a~~~e~timates W~f<i.'P9t a$. hig1t ~ sugg~~ed by the tnfor-
~ation ava:vable pri9r~~-:fi!~~~oring.;·.¥~9u~ -~~Y t~re. belqf ~e Ieyels of sig­~fi~ant con~~m th~t b~~:b·~~{~Jjgg~st~?rthe modeb~g mfotmatton.- these results mdtcate the mfluence.,of the$e pQIJut!urtS. of concern enutted from nearby sources. ,. . 1,1,. . ' •.' ' .: As a result, the .air ~o~~~: monl~oring study. was not ex~nde9 at this school or in this area. This infol'IIUltion ·can be fol.lnd at . ·. • ' · · · ' • ·.. . ~ . http://www.epa.gov/~~hoolatr/schools.html. ,. 

< t ~ ' ' l :. ~ '~ j.tf .. Regarding DIAL: \' . >/~ · , . . ; i;, , , :_< 
The use of Differential Abi.o!litibdLi~tDetedion~d~~~g (DIAL) would be based on a need provided to ~~DH from J;PA tom~~tor pollutants in addition to actual monitoring that has already occun:editt thei,}arrant area. This would be in supplement to the MACT and NESI;:\AP standardS that are written and assessed by EPA. The Department has no basis orabilitfio require such monitoring. The availability of this technology is very Jimited and still uses methods to estimate emissions at the facility rather than measuring actual ambient concentrations. DI­AL is, accordingly, not feasible as a long-tennmonitoring method as it must be shipped (large. truck) from the.National Physics Laboratory, located in the United Kingdom and its' availability is unknown. Technologies such as this and others are used to determine whether regulations are effective. As such, this request is not a local permitting issue of/by the Department but more of an EPA policy issue and should be addressed by EPA. 

6. See Appendix- Attachment A-6 
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The Department understands your concerns and encourages you to contact us as 
soon as possible at 930-1239 to file a timely complaint when you do see excess 
emissions, observe soot or unpleasant odors. 

The county is currently in designated as attaining all federal healthy air standards. 

To continue to improve air quality and to protect public health across Jefferson 
County, the JCD~ continue~ to: 1) WOJ;.king with federal and state programs to 
conduct ambient air monitQring'('rag~t ~~ementary School) and 2) conducting 
unannoun~ed evening inspec_tions .an<;l'!ield observations that are designed to en­
sure comp~iance of til~."(~~i~:;·sti(te~t@4~JQ<:!al: fe~Jatigns. 

. ~l •.. ; ,~~\;;:::'.· : . /-:'.~~>:'·~ ·' ~t f,L .. i~ Regardmg Health. .,1,. ,, . . •• , ... • • , :. . .. ·::I:}}.: : \'· .. . . ~- ) ~; -
While ABC .Coke does ·~mit aif toxic{ (some· of which)re carcinogens including benzene, dibenzofuratis~ eth:yl ben~ene.naphthalene, p AHs, phenol, styrene, tolu­ene, and xylene). JCDH· l.lses federal standards developed by EPA to' reduce, con­
trol, or elimina~ air toxics·.andprotect public health .. 1Jlese standards are mainly National Emissioll.s.$tandards fot Hazardous Air Poll~.~:G.mts (NES,HAPS) and the Maximum Allowable Control Technology (MACT). fu; addition, the Department assures that the air mJefferson Gollllty meets federal c:le~ ail: standards. Current­ly, the county is designated as attaining all sucnstiindards~ !"or more informatioQ. on these standards visit http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atW/mactfrllalph.html. 
In addition, a relatively recent assessment of air taxies conducted (School Air Tax­
ies Study) by the USEPA in T~~ Gity, with tp,e;~onitoring site located at Tar­
rant Elementary School, yielded conce~tratioiifofbenzene, arsenic, lend, and ben­
zo(a)pyrene that were found to be below levels of concern, levels at which adverse 
health effects have been observed. Levels of lead, a pollutant for which there are 
national standards for ambient (outdoor) air, are below the level of the national 
standard for protection of public health. Levels of pollutants associated with coke 
plant emissions, including benzene, arsenic, and benzo(a)pyrene and associated 
longer-tetm concentration estimates were not as high as suggested by the infor­
mation available prior to monitoring. Although they were below the levels of sig­
nificant concern that had been suggested by the modeling infonnation, these results 
indicate the influence of these pollutants of concern emitted from nearby sources. 
As a result, the air taxies monitoring study was not extended at this school or in 
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this area. This information can be found at 
http://www .epa. go v/schoolair/schools.html. 

Regarding DIAL: 

The use of Differential Absotption.Ligh~ Detection. and Ranging (DIAL) would be based on a need provicled to JCDH from EPA to monitorpotlutants in addition to actual monitoring tlnit has already.occirrred in the Tarrant area: Tbis would be in supplement to.tlie MAC'r a.rtg:NESHA.P s~ndards that are written'~d assessed by EPA. The.Departmentli8SnQ~A.s1forability torequire such monitorlng. The av~ila~ilitl of ~s ~~~~l?g~tS:~Y~~ lJm!!~d -~~~till ~e~ methods to e~timate enu~s10ns at t~e fa~~~~l~:9f~r than~e~Fn$.acfiW ~~btent ~ncen~tJons. DI­A~ 1s, acc~rdingir;· l:l~~!e;J~lple as. a ~onst~ef-?1· .moll,fto~g. me~od ~ 1t r,nust ~e shipped (large truck~Jf9~Jhe National}i?~y~tcs 4,oor~ory, l~ted m 9te Umted Kingdom aqd its a~ait~Jli.t~i~~~9Wn>: Teelu1ciJogies such as this and others are used to deteqrune whq"tl1~j: regtil~flp.~ ate effective. As such, this request is not a local permitt~g issue 'Oflby the Departillent but more of an EPA policy issue and should be addi~sed by EPA, · · r ,, _. 

. -
7. See Appendix -:-Attachment,A~7 

' c, • .,. ' ' 

The Department understands yotir ~~ncerns and ~ncriilra~es. you to contact us as soon as possible at 930-1239 to file a timely comPlaint when you do see excess emissions or observe unpleasaq~ odol'S,. .··· . , ,. 

The county is currently in designat~ as: attrunkg all federal healthy air standards. 

To continue to improve air quality and to protect public health across Jefferson County, the JCDH continues to: 1) working with federal and state programs to conduct ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School) and 2) conducting unannounced evening inspections and field observations that are designed to en­sure compliance of all federal, state, nnd local regulations. 

Regarding Health: · 

While ABC Coke does emit air taxies (some of which are carcinogens including benzene, dibeozofurans, ethyl benzene naphthalene, PAHs, phenol, styrene, tolu­ene, and xylene). JCDH uses federal standards developed by EPA to reduce, con­trol, or eliminate air taxies and protect public health. These standards are mainly 
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National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) and the 
lviaximum Allowable Control Technology (MACT). In, addition, the Department 
assures that the air in Jefferson County meets federal clean air standards. Current­
ly, the county is designated as attaining all such standards. For more information 
on these standards visit http://www.epn.gov/ttn/atw/mactfnlalph.html. 

',~ . ,. " 

In addition, a relatively,. recent 'assessment of air taxies conducted (School Air Tax­
ies Study) by the USEPA in Tarrant City1 with the monitorini site located at Tar­
rant ElementarY School7 yieidecfcmicentr~tions of benzene, arsenic,· lead, and ben­
zo(a)pyrene 'that were fowul tg'CJc!;b~low. Ibvels of .concern, levels at which adverse 
health eff~cts have be~!f<?§~et\rea:"~£ev~I~t6f l~a4t,~ pgjlutant ({>r which ihere are 
national standards.for~~~.ient (outdo·?t!?aJ~,·~e be~?~~~ l~v~~ of the n~tional 
standard for protectiq~~9(Q}lblic heaUiL,feyels of P,Ollqtants as~ociated with coke 
plant emissions, incluq@g):l~~e11e, ~¢91c, ~qg.oenzq'(a)pyreii,e and as~ociated 
longer-term c.oncentra.tlon ~titruites w~re not as high as suggested bythe infor­
mation available prior to monitonng_ Although they were below the levels of sig­
nificant concern. that had been .suggested by the modeling information, these results 
indicate the influence of these pollutants of concern emitted from nearby sources. 
As a result, the air io}C.ics m9nitorjngstuQ.y was not e~tended at this school or in 
this area. This inforn1ation cai1 be found at 
http://www.epa.gov/schoo1air/schools.htm1. 

Regarding DIAL: 

The use of Differential Absorption Li~t bet~Ctio~ and Ranging (DIAL) would be 
based on a need provided to JCDH from EPA to monitor pollutants in addition to 
actual monitoring that has already occurred in the Tarrant area. This would be in 
supplement to the MACT and NESHAP standards that are written and assessed by 
EPA. The Department has no basis or ability to require such monitoring. The 
availability of this technology is very limited and still uses methods to estimate 
emissions at the facility rather than measuring actual ambierit concentrations. DI­
AL is, accordingly, not feasible as a long-term monitoring, method as it must be 
shipped (large truck) from the National Physics Laboratory, located in the United 
Kingdom and its availability is unknown. Technologies such as this and others are 
used to determine whether regulations are effective. As such, this request is not a 
local permitting issue of/by the Department but more of an EPA policy issue and 
should be addressed by EPA. 
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8. See Appendix -Attachment A-8 

The Department understands your concerns and encourages you to contact us.as soon as possible at 930-1239 to file a timely complaint when you do see excess emissions, soot, or observe unpleasant odors. 
\' .~·- .~ :· ~· ,;;::;o: ~~ ~.· .~'':' ,. •• 't.. .#''1 ~ ~ •• The county is currentl~Jn designated as attaining all federaJ.healthy air standards . 

.?'' , .. 
;;.. To continue toJrtiprove air. qu}Uity and to protect public health acros~ Jefferson County, th~JCDH ~opt4lues,.tg;;iy}.Vodcmg\yith federal and state prbg1,'a1DS to conduct aflibient ~~· D1~~t£~¥: (r~-~l~w..~~~-~~hool) ~d 2) ~oriducting unannoun~ed evemng!fi~Hr.C cp? ... ~ms .alla: .. ·~l~.·.·.,9.bs~~a.ti .• o!is.~; tha.t a~.e designed to en-sure compt:ance o~~~ ~~~_state, ~%~~al r~~~tig~· "·X: . ·;. ·. ·:: :~,~n~~~~~~; ... >.'(;:i~ ~, .. : ~~;~ g~ 

R d' ti alth'" ''.· h\lc,'··~·.¢.,,.,,:,.._,•., >;',,-;-.,·:V,'r':i--<·~•' ·•;. egw tng n.e . ' : ';' .··~~) <1 ,, •. -·' r• :·· ' . ·:,, • ,. >~L; )::·\~;~{'' ' <>~· . ' 
While ABC Coke does' emit air to~ici. (some of which ~e carcinog~s including benzene, dibenzqfurans, ethyl be11Zene.naphthalene, PAHs, pheno};'styrene, tolu­ene, and xylene).· J<;PH uses federal standards developed.by' EPA to reduce, con­trol, or eliminate ~:t~xies ~9 ~rotec~ public health •. These s~dards are mainly National Emissions Standar~f«;>r.~arqous ~ir'·P9ll~tants (t{ESHAPS) and the Maximum Allowable Cqnt{ol'f~~Jlt;l9Jdgy (MACTj., litz ~qdi'tion, the Department assures that the air in Jeffe~on Co\.W~ meets, feder~ de.~ri. air standards. Current­ly, the county is designatecfil$.;atfuiWttg all sqch stanO:aids. For more information on these standards visit http:/iwww:ypa.gdyittn/atw/niactfnla1ph.htm1. 

'"- ) ' l ~ ;.,,,: 

' '! !' ,': In addition, a relatively recent assessm~nt o£air toxics conducted (School Air Tox:-ics Study) by the USEPA in Tarrant City,' .. ~ith the monitoring site located at Tar­rant Elementary School, yielded concentrations of benzene, arsenic, lead, and ben­
zo(a)pyren~ that were found to be below levels of concern, levels at which adverse health etiects have been observ.~. Levels of lead, a pollutant for which there are national st~nd~rds for ambient (outdoor) air, are be1ow the level of the national standard for protection of public heCJ,!th. Levels of pollutants a.Ssociated with coke plant emissions, including benzene, arsenict and benzo(a)pyrene and associated longer-term concentration estimates were not as high as suggested by the infor­mation available prior to monitoring. Although they were below the levels of sig­nificant concern that had been suggested by the modeling information, these results indicate the influence of these pollutants of concern emitted from nearby sources. 
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As a result, the air taxies monitming study was not extended at this school or in 
this area. This information can be found at 
http://www.epa.goy/schoolair/schools.html. 

Regarding DIAL: 

The use of Differential Absorption Light Detection and Ranging (DIAL) would be 
based on a need Brovided to JCDH from EPA to monitor pollutants in addition to 
actual monitoring that has' already occurred in the Tarrant area. This would be in 
supplementto the MACT: ~d~HAP standards that are written and assessed by 
EPA. Th~ Departmeiif::9ils;~O basi$.;ornki,!ityto~qu~ such mpnitoring~ The 
av~ila.bility of this ~~Ql,9gy is very H?;lit7dfind~s~ll.lfs~ methods to e~timate 
enuss10ns at the .facility;'lf\~er than me~uting ~ctu,m ru:pbtent cpncentrations. DI­
AL is, accordingly\ noffe*i'?le as a ~op~~':.terirt niqnitorjng met!tod as it,must be 
shipped (large truck)' ft,~O) tJie.Nationhl Physics-.Laboratory, located in the United 
Kingdom and its avai!~ility is "lU"lkAown~. Technologies such as this ~d others are 
used to deterril.fne whether regulations are effective. As such, this request is not a 
local permitting issue of/by the Departnient but more of an EPA policy issue and 
should be addres&ed by EPA. , 

9. See Appendix- A~~cbment ~-~ 
The Department understands your concerns and encourageS you to contact us as 
soon as possible at 930-1239.to ,t'ilea:timely complaintwhen you do see excess 
emissions, soot, or observe unpl~asant odors. 

The county is currently in designated lis attaming all federal healthy air standards. 

To continue to improve air quality and to protect public health across Jefferson 
County, the JCDH continues to: 1) working with federal and state programs to 
conduct ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School) and 2) conducting 
unannounced evening inspections and field observations that are designed to en­
sure compliance of all federal, state, and local regulations. 

Regarding Health: 

While ABC Coke does emit air toxics (some of which are carcinogens including 
benzene, dibenzofurans, ethyl benzene naphthalene, PAHs, phenol, styrene, tolu­
ene, and xylene). JCDH uses federal standards developed by EPA to reduce, con­
trol, or eliminate air taxies and protect public health. These standards are mainly 
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National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) and the Maximum Allowable Control Technology (MACT). In, addition, the Department assures that the air in Jefferson County meets federal clean air standards. Current­ly, the county is designated as attaining all such standards. For more information on these standards visit http://www.epa.gov/ttnlatw/mactfnla1ph.htm1. 
In addition, a relatively recent assessment of air toxfcs ·conducted (School Air Tox­ics Study) by the USEPA in Tarrant City, with the monitoru;g site located at Tar­rant Elementarf School; yielded con~qtrations of benzene, arsenit; lead, and ben­zo(a)pyrene that wer~,fo~nd·to:p~_b;el~~ ~eyels of concern, levelc;; at which adverse health effects have beejfqb~erVe<i.'\IJi~~lS·atlead, a pg,llutant for which there are ~ ,, . ·.·-,i· ) : r ~ .. f-.:~··. J- ·-. ~r· 1:1 "'· national standards for iUPhtent (outdoor}:alr, are belovi:the IevQl of the national A ,' 0 , ;~· ':~ ' • ... A•.;:< : ~ '' ; '• t...{ '~;~ ' .- <-- A•""' 'J standard fdr protecti~~~~f'ii~Biic heat~f~yels ~f <~l(~tants as:sociated with coke plant emissions, inc~uc}wg;J5e!t~I].-~, ~se~c, ~g benz<i{.a)pyrerie and U$,Sociated longer-term concentrat)bn ~titnat~s.\vere not as high as suggested by the infor­mation available prior to monitoring. Although they were below the levels of sig­nificant concerft,that had been suggested by the modeling infonna'Uon, these results indicate the influenc'e of these pollutants of concern emitted fi'Om;'nearby sources. As a resu1t, the airtoxics ~onitoring.s~dy was not e(Ctended at this school or in this area. This inforrrlation can be found 'at ' ; > •• • > ' .. 

http://www.epa.gov/scho9lair/schools.html. 

Regarding DIAL: 

The use of Differential Absorption Light Detection and Ranging (DIAL) would be based on a need provided to JCDH from EPA to monitor pollutants in addition to actual monitoring that has already occurred in the Tarrant area. This would be in supplement to the MACT and NESHAP standards that are written and assessed by EPA. The Department has no basis or ability to require such monitoring. The availability of this technology is very limited and still uses methods to estimate emissions at the facility rather than measuring actual ambient concentmtions. DI­AL is. accordingly, not feasible as a long-term monitoring method as it must be shipped (large truck) from the National Physics Laboratory, located in the United Kingdom and its availability is unknown. Technologies such as this and others are used to detennine whether regulations are effective. As such, this request is not a local permitting issue of/by the Department but more of an EPA policy issue and should be addressed by EPA. 
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10. See Appendix- Attachment A-10 

The Department understands your concerns and encourages you to contact us as 
soon as possible at 930-1239 to file a timelycomplaint when you do see excess 
emissions, soot, or obsetye unpleasant odors. · 

The county is currently in designatedas attaining all federal healthy air standards. 
',.; .i 

To continue t~ improv~ ·ru.t (il~allcy. ~rl: t9' ~r9tect public health across J eiferson 
County' tl}e JCDH C()ntf!tq~J~.:~l) wor~~g"vJith:f~etc!l and s~~te pro grains to 
conduct aipbient ru: m?HJf~~g (Tarrah'(l$I~~~~t~. ~eho~l) ~d 2) ~onducting 
unannounc;ct evenmg ~sP:~tions and fi~g::()bSetv~l~~s'that ·~e destgned to en-
sure compliance of all~d~~' state, ~~cal re~latigns. Yi : 

' ~<J:.p',,'v ",/~~ .~- ...... ' '. t.._:;.t·_~ ',..~,,,.!\''·'"' ~-. 
' l~.t ~ ~ '; 

..... ·, .. Regarding Health: 
' ., 

While ABC Co'Js,e does ernit.airtoxics (some of which are carcirioge~ including 
benzene, dibenzofurans, ethyl benzene naphthalene, PAHs, pbenql, styrene, tolu­
ene, and xylene). JCDH uses federal standards developed by EPA to reduce, con­
trol, or eliminate air'toxics and protect public health.' These standards are mainly 
National Emissions Standards.for Hazardous Air Po~lutan~,(NESHAPS) and the 
Maximum Allowable Control .Technology (MACT): ·In, ~ddition, the Department 
assures that the air in J efferspn County meets federal clean air standards. Current­
ly, the county is designated as attaining all such standards. For more information 
on these standards visit hltp://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/mactfnJalph.htmi. 

' > ""., 

In addition, a relatively recent assessm~nt·of air toxics conducted (School Air Tax­
ies Study) by the USEPA in Tarrant City, with the monitoring site located at Tar­
rant Elementary School, yielded concentrations of benzene, arsenic, lead, and ben­
zo(a)pyrene that were found to be below levels of concern, levels at which adverse 
health effects have been observed. Levels of lead, a pollutant for which there are 
national standards for ambient (outdoor) air, are below the level of the national 
standard for protection of public health. Levels of pollutants associated with coke 
plant emissions, including benzene, arsenic, and benzo{a)pyrene and associated 
longer-term concentration estimates were not as high as suggested by the infor­
mation available prior to monitoring. Although they were below the levels of sig­
nificant concern that had been suggested by the modeling information, these results 
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indicate the intluence of these pollutants of concern emitted from nearby sources. 
As a result, the air toxics monitoring study was not extended at this school or in 
this area. This information can be found at 
http://www .epa. gov/schoolair/schools.html. 

Regarding DIAL: . ' 

The use of Differential Ab~orptionLight Detection and Rangiilg·(DIAL) would be 
based on a need'provided to J~:PHJ~om-EPA to monitor pollutants in addition to 
actual monitoring that h~~,:~~~bcciur¢4 in the Tarrant area. This would be in 
supplemettt to the MA~aQJi·NES~t~tandarcJ~)ha:rare wri~n and assessed by 
EPA. The:Department;;~~p;o basis. or ~j?iijty to requif,~ such monitoring~ The 
av~la~ilit~ of this t~~*Q!98Y is very Ii~F:ands~ll ,~s~-me~ods to e~timate 
eiUJ~smns at ~e f~cd~ty~*~t.~ m~~~g a~~~ Tb1ent e,?ncen~tmns. Dl­
A~ Is, accor?mgly, no~t~t;t?!~~;~ ~~ng-.. ten;t momtonng metliod ~ ~,t must ~e 
shipped (larg~ truck)J;tomili~_Natiopai"Physrcs Laboratory, located ut the Umted 
Kingdom and iJS availability is unknown. Technologies such as. thi~:and others are 
used to detenn~e whetl,ler,regUlations are effectiv€('. As ~uch, this ,request is not a 
local permitting issue of/by the· Department but more of an. EPA p(>licy issue and 
should be addresseq by EPA, · · .-: 

•, 

\,- 'l., , I 

11. See Appendix.i..Att~cbment.A•Jl . 
'. 
~ 

'·· 
The Department understands·your concerns and encotifages you to contact us as 
soon as possible at 930-1239 to file a tiritely c6JDplalnt when you do see excess 
emissions, soot, or observe unpleasant odors.·.~.< 

: • 0 

The county is currently in designated as attaining all federal healthy air standards. 

To continue to improve air quality and to protect public health across Jefferson 
County, the JCDH continues to: 1) working with federal and state programs to 
conduct ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School) and 2) conducting 
unallllounced evening inspections and field observations that are designed to en­
sure compliance of all federal,. state, and local regulations.· 
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Regarding Health: 

While ABC Coke does emit air toxics (some of which are carcinogens including benzene, dibenzofurans, ethyl benzene naphthalene, PARs, phenol, styrene, tolu­ene, and xylene). JCDH uses federal standards developed by EPA to reduce, con­trol, or eliminate air toxics and protect public health .. These standards are mainly National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (~HAPS) and the Maximum Allowable Control Technology (IVlACn. In, addition,. the Department assures that the' air in Jefferson Countymeets federal clean air standm:ds. Current­ly, the county is designated as.attaijling ~H. such standards. For more irifqrmation on these standards visithtfu:/JWw\y~epa:gQ-v/ttn/ntw/m~ctfnlalph.html. t' 

In addition, a relallv~l~:~e¥~nt as~essme;t of air t~~c;:~onduc@d (Schoii Air Tox­ics Study) hy the USE~/\ in Tarrant Cit}'; with the monitoring site locat¢d at Tar­rant Elemeri~ry Schoot yi~ded con~entr~tions'·of'beniene, ar~nic, Ierid, and ben­zo(a)pyrene Utat we~.found'to.be below.levels of concern, levels at which adverse health effects 'have been observed Levels of IeacL a pollutant for which there are national stan~ for art1bient (outdoor) air, are below the level of the national standard for proteCtion of public health. Levels of pollutants associated with coke plant emissions, including beniene, arsenic, and benzo(a)pyrene and associated longer-term concentratjon estimate$ were not as high as suggested by the infor­
mation available prior to rnonitoring •. Although they, wertt below the levels of sig­nificant concern that had beer~ suggested by the modeling infommtion, these results indicate the intluence of these J:>oll,utantsof conce~ emitted from nearby sources. As a result, the air toxics monitoring study w~ not extended at this school or in this area. This infonnation can be found at 
http://www.epa.gov/schoolair/schools.html. 

Regarding DIAL: 

The use of Differential Abs01ption Ljgbt Detection and Ranging (DIAL) would be based on a need provided to JCDH from EPA to monitor poiJutants in addition to actual monitoring that has already occurred in the Tarrant area. this would be in supplement to the MACT and NESHAP standards that are written and assessed by EPA. The Department has no basis or ability to require such monitoring. The availability of this technology is very limited and still uses methods to estimate emissions at the facility rather than measuring actual ambient concentrations. Dl­AL is, accordingly, not feasible as a long-term monitoring method as it must be 
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shipped (large truck) from the National Physics Laboratory, located in the United Kingdom and its availability is unknown. Technologies such as this and others are used to detennine whether regulations are effective. As such, this request is not a local permitting issue of/by the Department but more of an EPA policy issue and should be addressed by EPA. 

12. See Appendix<.:'Attacbment A-12 

The Dep~ent under5~ds·, YQ,UI: cpnceP,JS and encourages you to' contact us as soon as possible at9:3.0-l~J~ !g.f,iJe.~ ~el)f complaint when you do see excess emisSiOns, SOOt, 0[ Ob$fcy~'"Unp)~'anf:~Of$~~;~'·(~~;. 5 .· '(3;1 : \ , : ;J~t~rt\' ·. ..· . . . :''1~r.;:r;~: : . ·~,!;~ ~,; £1 r 
The count~ is currendil4i~:~esignated#:~~Wn& all f¥erarn~thy air standards. ~ :; 'u fr:,, ;,:~L.: . ; <: ~~· .': :,· . . ~··/ ;~? ,?,~ ,: 
To continue:!<> imptov~~~~o/jlll(i:tJJ.protecf{mbli~ health1licross Jefferson County, the J9DH contim.tes to: 1):\Yorkin.g with federal and state programs to conduct ambient air monitoring (Tan-ant Elementary School) and 2) conduct unan­nounced evening insgectipns. apd field ob$ervations that' are design,ed to ensure compliance of all Jede~; stat~, and local regulations. . ;', 

...... ' • :J Regarding Health: ··~ , , : .. ', " ,.·: · :·) 
". i ' ,. •• ",' (., 

,<· 

'J..,_, ' ' ' ! ' ' J ~ ' ·.: J~ ·':J'' While ABC Coke does emitafrtbxics (ao~e otwhich· az:e farcinogens including benzene, dibenzofurans, ethyl. benzene naphthalene, PAils, phenol, styrene, tolu-. <1 • ·. ene, and xylene). JCDH uses federal standards developed by EPA to reduce, con-trol. or eliminate air taxies and prote.ct public' health. These standards are mainly National Emissions Standards for HaZ~Qtls'Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) and the Maximum Allowable Control Technology (MACT). In, addition, the Department assures that the air in Jefferson County meets federal clean air standards. Current­ly, the county is designated as attaining all such standards. For more information on these standards visit http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/mactfnlalph.htmJ. 
In addition, a relatively recent assessment of air taxies conducted (School Air Tox­
ics Study) by the USEPA in Tarrant City, with the monitoring· site located at Tar­
rant Elementary School, yielded concentrations of benzene, arsenic, Jead, and ben­
zo(a)pyrene that were found to be below levels of concern, levels at which adverse 
health effects have been observed. Levels of lead, a pollutant for which there are 
national standards for ambient (outdoor) air, are below the level of the national 
standard for protection of public health. Levels of pollutants associated with coke 
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plant emissions, including benzene, arsenic, and benzo(a)pyrene and associated 
longer-tenn concentration estimates were not as high as suggested by the infor­
mation available prior to monitoring. Although they were below the levels of sig­
nificant concern that had been suggested by the modeling information, these results 
indicate the influence of these pc.lllutants of concern emitted from nearby sources. 
As a result, the air taxies monitoring study was not extended at this school or in 
this area. This in{orniation can be found at 
http://www.epa:gov/schoolair/~chools.html., 

,, 

Regardin9.DIAL: · -~.: .·· ... · .' :~¥.~·~· -.· -"· · : ~ _1~:4:~~;;;: ' I " , .~:~~~~~: :.~. ( ' ' i ~~~: .:;: ·:{ 

The use ofDifferenclail~bs.orption Liglif:Det~ctior(kndRangirlg (DIAL) would be 
based on a pee~ prov~d#~~~l~DH frq~¥P~ t~ 11)9~nitor pollu:tan~ in a~dition. to actual momtonng tpa~pas·~b:¢~~y pccurr~Q. ~Jbe T~t area;·c~'flus would be m supplement ·to the MA9T ari.9 .NESI:IAP staildriids that are written and- assessed by EPA. The Departmenlha5 no basis oi ability to require such monitoring. The availability or' this technology is very limited anc;l:still uses. rpethods to estimate emissions at the facility rather than measuring actual ambient condmtrations. DI­AL is, accordingly,_ not feasible as a long-term monitoring method as it must be shipped Oarge truck).from the National Physics Labo~tory, located in the United Kingdom and its avail~bility is uhlciiown. Technologies such'as this and others are used to determine wheth~r regulatipns. are effective; As such, this request is not a local permitting issue oflbyctheDepartmc;:nt but mor~ of an EPA policy issue and should be addressed by EPA> · · · 

13. See Appendix -Attachment A:13, : 

The Department understands your concerns and encourages you to contact us as soon as possible at 930-1239 to file a timely complaint when you do see excess emissions, soot, or observe unpleasant odors. 

The county is currently in designated as attaining all federal healthy air standards. 

To continue to improve air quality and to protect public health across Jefferson County, the JCDH continues to: 1) working with federal and state programs to conduct ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School) and 2) conducting unannounced evening inspections and field observations that are designed to en­sure compliance of all federal, state, and local regulations. 
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Regarding Health: 

While ABC Coke does emit air toxics (some of which are carcinogens including 
benzene, dibenzofurans, ethyl benzene naphthalene, PAHs, phenol, styrene, tolu­
ene, and xylene). JCDH uses federal standards developed by EPA to reduce, con­
trol, or eliminate air taxies ap,d.proted public health ... Th,ese standards are mainly 
National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (~HAPS) and the 
Maximum Allo~able Control Technology (MACT). In, addition, the Department 
assures that ~eJair in Jefferson Cpunty.tneets federal clean air standards. Current­
ly, the co~ty is desi~~!~~,:4~-~&J4such standards. For more irifqrmation 
on these s!andards visit,~httpi)JW\-vW::eptl.'~o-y/tthlatw/ma·ctfnlalph.html. ; \ L-:: .. i:;<~~~J~ .. ~. -,. :.:"-~··>,~~%.!:?~([;·~~.~·>'· ·:t~~.:: ~.'t·~ i~ : In addition, a reladv~IY;;re'"qe~t assessmc:P;t,.gJ au: toxi:cs~ondllcc~d (Schoql Air Tox-
ics Study) by the U~~~-,~:t~ant Citt(v/i~ the:'fuoffjtoring $,ite locat~d at Tar­
rant Elemerttary Schoq~.·yi~~lli=Bf·~:n~ep~tion~ of benzene, ar~~nic, lead, and ben­
zo( a)pyrene that we~:fbilnd ~o· b~. h~Iow lev~Is of concern, levels at \fhich adverse 
health effects have been observed..- Levels of lead, a pollutant for whlch there are 
national standards for.ambient(outdoor) air, are below the level of the national 
standard for proteCtion of public health. LevelS ofpo1h.ita~ts ass-9biated with coke 

' ' ' ' ' ' ' ~ plant emissions, including benzene~ B:t'Seoic,. and ben~o(a)pyrene and associated 
longer-tenn concen~tion e~timates W~r~ not as high·~. suggested by the infor­
mation available prior tO I!t6nitoring, . Altp.o~gh th~y wer~ below the levels of sig­
nificant concem that had oeen~ugg,ested by cihe modelirig infmmation, these results 
indicate the influence of these'polJutants o(~on~eqi+emitted from nearby sources. 
As a result, the air toxics monitorlng ~,tlldyyvf:\s:riot extended at this school or in 
this area. This infonnation can be found at ' 
http://www.epa.gov/schoolair/schools.html. 

Regarding DIAL: 

The use of Differential Absorption Light Detection and Ranging (DIAL) would be 
based on a need provided to JCDH from EPA to monitor poJlutants in addition to 
actual monitoring that has already occurred in the Tarrant area. This would be in 
supplement to the MACT and NESHAP standards that are written and assessed by 
EPA. The Department has no basis or ability to require such monitoring. The 
availability of this technology is very limited and still uses methods to estimate 
emissions at the facility rather than measuring actual ambient concentrations. DI­
AL is, accordingly, not feasible as a long-term monitoring method as it must be 
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shipped (large truck) from the National Physics Laboratory, located in the United 
Kingdom and its availability is unknown. Technologies such as this and others are 
used to detennine whether regulations are effective. As such, this request is not a 
local permitting issue of/by the Department but more of an EPA policy issue and 
should be addressed by EPA. 

14. See Appenc:Iix·.:... Attac~ent A-14 
i ·' 

The Dep~ent understan~.~9Ut COfl:~Crns and encourages you to contac;t us as 
soon as ptissible at 93Qr~12~;9.to;fiie a #ffiely coinplairit;when ~~u do see excess 
emissions; soot, ot"obs~~ tin pleasant o:dots. • .· ),: ~:: ~ ~ . . . ??.~;~~·; : ~~:-: ' : il: ~.-·· . ·~ ' 
The county'is currentlf1Ui a.~~i/~a~e~;~~ :~~~~.all f~eral h~~thy air_ standards. 

To continue to improYe 'air qti~iity ~md to protect public health across Jefferson 
County, the JCPH continues to: 1) working with federal and ~tate pfograrns to 
conduct ambiertt ai{ mo.nitorln~ (Tarrant .f!lementary School) and 2) conducting 
unannounced evening inspections and field observations that' are designed to en­
sure compliance of !ill federal, state, and local regulations. 

,, . 
Regarding Health: 

While ABC Coke does emit air taxies (some of w})jch:ar~ carcinogens including 
benzene, dibenzofurans, ethyf benzene naphthalen~i P AHs, phenol, styrene, tolu­
ene, and xylene). JCDH uses federal sta.Ildards,developed by EPA to reduce, con­
trol, or eliminate air toxics and protecfpt,lqlichealth. These standards are mainly 
National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) and the 
Maximum Allowable Control Technology (MACT). In, addition, the Department 
assures that the air in Jefferson County meets federal clean air standards. Current­
ly, the county is designated as atttining all such standards. For more information 
on these standards visit http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/mactfnlalph.html. 

In addition, a relatively recent assessment of air taxies conducted (School Air Tax­
ies Study) by the USEPA in Tarrant City, with the monitoring site located at Tar­
rant Elementary School, yielded concentrations of benzene, arsenic, lead, and ben­
zo(a)pyrene that were found to be below levels of concern, levels at which adverse 
health effects have been observed. Levels of lead, a pollutant for which there are 
national standards for ambient (outdoor) air, are below the level of the national 
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standard for protection of public health. Levels of pollutants associated with coke 
plant emissions, including benzene, arsenic, and benzo(a)pyrene and associated 
longer-term concentration estimates were not as high as suggested by the infor­
mation available prior to monitoring. Although they were below the levels of sig­
nificant concern that had beell"su.gg.ested by the modeling information, these results 
indicate the influence of these pollutants of concern eniitted from nearby sources. 
As a result, the a;_r tdxics monitoring study was not extended at this school or in I' . . 

.. this area. This. fuformation can be folllid at · • . .~ ' ' ~ '< ' w, 

http://www~epa.gov/schdolair/schools.httni'. .. 
• L . ~'(;··.:J{(.~;:.:·r;!;•,.::~::;,' ·:"·: ~~: ;J: .. 

RegardmgDIAL: . ·H.,-;.]··: · -"~~{· · _ ;·,~ ·~~ 
',.'!?~~;- -... ~~ ·'~~-ir(~; , }"~~ ::: ~.--~ ~ -·v" ~~~: ; The use ofDifferentiar!\6~'s>rption L1glii~Detectioq;~an~ Rangirig (DIAL) would be based on a need provid~ to:j'CD.ij_ frollli:EPA.to monitor pollutants in addition to actual monitoring that~. ~dyoccurreci in the Tarrant area. This would be in supplement to the MA.CTandNESHJ\P standards that are written ru;Id assessed by EPA. The Department has no basis or ability to requ4'e such monitoring. The availability ofthi~.tecJ:liwlogy is very limited and still uses methodS to estimate emissions at the facility rather than measuring actual ambient concentrations. DI­AL is, accordingly, ~ot feasible as a long-term .monitoring me~od as it must be shipped (large truck) frpm the National :Physics LabQmtory,)ocated in the United Kingdom and its availability is unknown. Technologies such as this and others are used to determine whether;~gulatio~s are effective:• As·such, this request is not a local pennitting issue of/by fhe. D~partment but mo~e of an EPA policy issue and should be addressed by EPA. '.,, . . , .: 

'',·'·I· ,. 
15. See Appendix- Attachment A-15 

The Department understands your concerns and encourages you to contact us as soon as possible at 930:..1239 toflle a timely complaint when you do see excess emissions, soot, or observe unpleasant odors. 

The county is currently in designated as attaining all fedeml healthy air standards. 

To continue to improve air quality and to protect public health across Jefferson County, the JCDH continues to: 1) working with federal and state programs to conduct ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School) and 2) conducting 
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unannounced evening inspections and field observations that are designed to en­
sure compliance of all federal, state, and local regulations. 

Regarding Health: 

While ABC Coke does emit, air taxies (some of which 1).fe carcinogens including 
benzene, dibenzofurans,>ethyl beQZene naphthalene, PAHs; phenol, styrene, tolu­
ene, and xylene)."' JCDH pses,fed~al s.tandards developed by EPA to reduce, con­
trol, or elimin~te air to~Jcs,a,ndprot.~ct~ub,lic health. These standard~ are mainly 
National Emissions ~~a'.)datds fgt· fJaz,an;lpUS Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) and the 
Maximuni Allowa~l~ 9,~n~Vr~cifnoJot>r·<Mf.~l?· ~ additic;m, the Department 
assures that the air!h;~~~f$on County .. peets.fe~e~al c}ean air.~.tandardsr: Current­
ly, the county is desi:~!!:f~g as attainirtg·.a:Jlsuch st~~ds.~For¥tore infQrmation 
on these standards 'visifhttp:l/www.epa~govlttrVnt:Wfmftctfnlalplj.html. -

'f ~ ~'t,A ~- ((~ • ' •.•, ',,·,~··· •, 0 ,'l.. ; < • ~ 

In addition, a relatiyei~\.et;~i;i~n:5&2ssth~~i~~filil~xic;~onduc~~d (Schbot Air Tax­

ies Study) by'the USEPA ih timan£ city, with the monitoring site lQt~ted at Tar­

rant ElementarY.Sch~l, yieldec1.cortcentratio~·Qfbenzene7 arseT;lic; lead, and ben-
. ' ' . . ' . ' . ' l ·' 

zo(a)pyrene that were found to l?e below lev.els of concew, leve~: at which adverse 

health effects have beenobserved. Le\'els of lead~~apollutant for which there are 

national standards fora.mbiertt.(qutdoor) air, are below the Ieyel of the national 

standard for protectioO:;of public hea]th. Levels of poll~tants'associated with coke 

plant emissions, includ in·g. ben~en~, a~senic, and bemo(~)pyrene and associated 

longer-term concentration esti.n:)ates Were 1~ot ~s·high as suggested by the infor­

mation available prior to monitoring .. Alth~uglj. Uiey were below the levels of sig-•.. . ... ' 

nificant concen1 that had been suggestet:,\by the modeling information, these results 

indicate the influence of these pollutants of concern emitted from nearby sources. 

As a result, the air taxies monitoring study was not extended at this school or in 

this area. This information can be found at 
http://www.epa.gov/schoolair/schools.html. 

Regarding DIAL: 

The use of Differential Absorption Light Detection and Ranging (DIAL) would be 
based on a need provided to JCDH from EPA to monitor pollutants in addition to 
actual monitoring that has already occurred in the Tarrant area. This would be in 
supplement to the MACT and NESHAP standards that are written and assessed by 
EPA. The Department has no basis or ability to require such monitoring. The 
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availability of this technology is very limited and still uses methods to estimate 
emissions at the facility rather than measuring actual ambient concentrations. DI­
AL is, accordingly, not feasible as a long-term monitoring method as it must be 
shipped (large truck) from the National Physics Laboratory, located in the United 
Kingdom and its availability is unknown. Technologies such as this and others are 
used to determine whether r~gulatid'ns ru:e effective •. 1\s such, this request is not a 
local permitting issu~ of/by the Department but more of 'an EPA policy issue and 
should be addre~~ecfby EPA~ ·. . -· 

,,: ; . ', ; ' ' - '~ ,,. 

16. Set;Appendiic :,;)tAii~~il!~-1~;,;.~,,, . . ., ·. · 
·~ ' '; t~'fi~#;~~_:.:: ". ·;:c.j~>~;:~~ ·.; . ·:~:;~~ ~- - ~ / 

The Depruynent tinde~!a~9,S .:your colf?iijls~. and en$o~~ges· yo~ to cont~ct us as 
so~n ~ pos~ible at93q:~~g:~t? file ~J!@~~tc?~Jlain.(!when ~~u do seF excess 
enusstons, soot, or obs,erv~ tmPl~~t·oQ.pts·, . ., · "' - .. 

: . )·· :.-,:· .. ·.i·r~~·~\ ·: .::.··: \, 
The county is bwrently in designated aS attaining all federal healthy; air standards. 

!. ';' 

I , ' . 
,; 

To continue to improve air quality and to protect publi~ health acrbss Jefferson 
County, the JCDH·c,ontiriues to: 1) working with(ederaUmd state programs to 
conduct ambient air·~onitoring (Tarrant.Elemeotary,S~bool)~.ind 2) conducting 
unannounced evening ~pection8· ~cf!ield obseJ)'ati~nS th~t are designed to en­
sure compliance of all fed~ral, state,· and ·Io~al-regulations~ · <· ' ' ~ ' '. "--: , ,. ~ ' ~">;,. 

Regarding Health: . . . { ·1 ) 

' > ; ~ ' .:C) 

While ABC Coke does emit air toxic$ (sQme bf which are carcinogens including 
benzene, dibenzofurans, ethyl benzene naphthalene, PAHs, phenol, styrene, tolu­
ene, and xylene). JCDH uses federal standards developed by EPA to reduce, con­
trol, or eliminate air toxics and protect public health. These standards are mainly 
National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) and the 
Maximum Allowable Control Technology (MACT). In, addition, the Department 
assures that the air in Jefferson County meets federal clean air.standards. Current­
ly, the county is designated as attaining all such standards. For more information 
on these standards visit http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/mactfnlalph.html. 

In addition, a relatively recent assessment of air taxies conducted (School Air Tax­
ies Study) by the USEPA in Tarrant City, with the monitoring site located at Tar­
rant Elementary School, yielded concentrations of benzene, arsenic, lead, and ben-
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zo(a)pyrene that were found to be below levels of concern, levels at which adverse 
health effects have been observed. Levels of lead, a pollutant for which there are 
national standards for ambient (outdoor) air, are below the level of the national 
standard for protection of public health. Levels of pollutants associated with coke 
plant emissions, including benze~~,. arsenic,. and qe,nzo(a)pyrene and associated 
longer-term concentra~on estimates were not as high. as suggested by the infor­
mation available prior to monitoring. Although they were below the levels of sig­
nificant concern that had been:suggestedby the modeling information, these results 
indicate tbe influence of.these.Rollutants Qf'concem emitted from nearby sources. 

~ ;'J'vt'-;' (. " ',' 'v· ~~,,·;~,-{-). ,"_ - '•-' ''V _;,• > , "- '"< , ,) { 

As a result, the airto~i.~_p:tpQitorltigs~aywainqtlext~nded a.t,this school or in 
i ]:_("'" ... ,·,' '•,' ' . ' ' ':·~.. - "'":' ! ...... ,. •< 

this area. This information:can be found'at.{ : ~ ' ':•\i, '• 
• .• . •' . ;. "' ' . . . ':. 1 ~ ' ' ·~-. ''< 

http://www.epa.gov/schd~fair/schools.hlmC ,·: - "'!} ~:; 
~~~~·;:-;:~'~.::. J ~;~;'~~· . . ~:: •. ~ 

' < y + .!-'... ... ~'i: Regarding DIAL: 1-~ -> ' . . ,+~;-~';"-·: • , . 
~ ·:,,~; ·:;'! 

The use of Differential ,Abs~tption.Light Detection and Ranging (DIAL) would be 
based on a need Rrovided tc:> !CDH from EPA to monitor pollutants in addition to 
actual monitoring that has already occurred in the Tarrant area. This would be in 
supplement to the MACT and NESHAP standards that are written and assessed by 
EPA. The Departmertt has no basis or ability to r((quife such monitoring. The 
availability of this teclillology is .very limited and stiU uses methods to estimate 
emissions at the facility iatl'!er 'than measuring actual ambient concentrations. DI­
AL is, accordingly, not feasiqle as a Iong·term monitoring method as it must be 
shipped (large truck) from the Natio~al Physics Lciboratory, located in the United 
Kingdom and its availability is unknown., Technologies such as this and others are 
used to determine whether regulationsare.effective. As such, this request is not a 
local permitting issue of/by the Department but more of an EPA policy issue and 
should be addressed by EPA. 

17. See Appendix -Attachment A~17 

The Department understands your concems and encourages you to contact us as 
soon as possible at 930-1239 to ftle a timely complaint when you do see excess 
emissions, soot, ot observe unpleasant odors. 

The county is currently in designated as attaining all federal healthy air standards. 
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To continue to improve air quality and to protect public health across Jefferson 
County, the JCDH continues to: 1) working with federal and state programs to 
conduct ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School) and 2) conducting 
unannounced evening inspections and field observations that are designed to en­
sure compliance of all federal, state, and local regulations. 

Regarding Health: . ,·· · · .· · · 
., 

While ABC Co~ does emit aiJ:..to~~C$ (~pme_ of which are carcinogens. including 
benzene, qitienzofurans, ~thy! ben.zt;,P.e)l,aphthalene, PARs, phenol, styrene, tolu­
ene, and X:ylene) .. JCDft:p:~~.fe(]ef#,~·b§dards···cJ~yeioeed by ~fA to reduce, con­
trol~ or elii?Ji?a~ air to;~r~·and ·protec~·J?:Yf?lic. h~t!l:· ptese stijpdards ~ mainly 
Natr~nal Epnsstons ~t~~.~(ds for Hazru;~q\Js:A~ P~llu,~ants \NJfSHAPS) and the 
MaXImum Allowabl~ <;on.ttql Techn(l~ogy (MACh). Ip, addttit?,n, the qepartment 
assures that the air in J~ft'e:clon Countimeets.federal clean air}s'tandarclS. Current­
ly, the county is desigtited·as· attairiliig' all such standards. For more iftformation 
on these standards visit http://www .epa.gov/ttn/atw/mactfnla1ph.html. 

4 , A '• 

In addition, a rel~tively rece~t assessment of aittoxies conducited (School Air Tox­
ics Study) by the 'usEPA in Tarrant City, with the monitoring s~te located at Tar­
rant Elementary Sclu~ol,, yielded: conce.ntrations of benzene; a.r.Senic, lead, and ben­
zo(a)pyrene that were'founcU:obe below levels 9fconcem, .levels at which adverse 

l:: ! ' ~ ' ' . ' < ' ': • \ ~ 

health effects have been observe4~ Levels of lead,.~· poll~timt for which there are 
national standards for ambfeqt(putdoor) air~ itre belqwJthe level of the national 
standard for protection of public health: Levels of.p'olJutants associated with coke 

i.<. ' ·: !' 

plant emissions, including benzene,"ars.ynic, and. benzo(a)pyrene and associated 
longer-term concentration estimates were hot as high as suggested by the infor­
mation available prior to monitoring. Although they were below the levels of sig~ 
nificant concern that had been suggested by the modeling infonnation, these results 
indicate the influence of these poJiutants of concern emitted from nearby sources. 
As a result, the air toxics monitoring study was not extended at this school or in 
this area. This information can be found at 
http://www .epa.gov/schoolair/schools .htm!. 

Regarding DIAL: 

The use of Differential Absorption Light Detection and Ranging (DIAL) would be 
based on a need provided to JCDH from EPA to monitor pollutants in addition to 
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actual monitoring that has already occurred in the Tarrant area. This would be in 
supplement to the MACT and NESHAP standards that are written and assessed by 
EPA. The Department has no basis or ability to require such monitoring. The 
availability of this technology is very limited and still uses methods to estimate 
emissions at the facility rather than measuring actual ambient concentrations. DI­
AL is, accordingly, not feasible as a long-terin monitoring method as it must be 
shipped (large truck) from the National Physics Laboratory, Jocated in the United 
Kingdom and its. avrulability ;s unknown. Technologies such a5 this and others are 
used to deterrn:fue whether r~gulatipns are effective. As such, this -request is not a 
local permitting issue 9flbY Jli~ P~p~ent but more of an EPA policy issue and 
should be'addressed b)i~f\-;.,..c:~·-:;:;;:.. ~·:· ,~;<·. < ::: _' 

:::·~;:~~~/ i ·. <:~~ ~:t . ' ''~ . 
There has not been gi~ft(~y special ~~psic;Jeration/as·of yet, s\rice ABC Coke is 
located in an enviro~~~~J~~tic~ ate~_:#t\4d.i!iorial n:i~asures a,re, ho'-Yever, being 
evaluated with the assis.tanc!-~fcif EPA. , ·· · · · 

-~_..-, 

18. See App(mdix -Attaclllnent A-18 

Response to Comment 1 

The county is current!~~· in desigmited as attainingall fed~ra1 healthy air standards. 

To continue to improve air quality, and to protect public health across Jefferson 
County, the JCDH continues to: 1) working withJederal and state programs to 
conduct ambient air monitoring (Trirrant Elementary School) and 2) conducting 
unannounced evening inspections and ffeld observations that are designed to en­
sure compliance of all federal, state, and local regulations. 

Regarding Health: 

While ABC Coke does emit air tox.ics (some of which are carcinogens including 
benzene, dibenzofurans, ethyl benzene naphthalene, PAHs, phenol, styrene, tolu­
ene, and xylene). JCDH uses federal standards developed.by EPA to reduce, con~ 
trol, or eliminate air toxics and protect public health. These standards are mainly 
National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) and the 
Maximum Allowable Control Technology (MACT). In, addition, the Department 
assures that the air in Jefferson County meets federal clean air standards. Current~ 
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ly, the county is designated as attaining all such standards. For more information 
on these standards visit http://www.epa.gov/ttn/ntw/mactfnlalph.html. 

In addition, a relatively recent assessment of air toxics conducted (School Air Tox­
ics Study) by the USEPA in Tarrant City, with the monitoring site located at Tar­
rant Elementary School, yi~IQ.e.d concenttations·ofbe~ene, arsenic, lead, and ben­
zo(a)pyrene that were fou-nd to be below levels of concern~· levels at which adverse 
health effects ha:ve been observed. Levels of lead, a pollutant for which there are 
national staqdn;ds for amb~¢nt(ciutd<;>t>rJ:#, are below the level of the. national 

standard .\6~ prot~ction.:~.t¥H~Ji~ .\l~l~~ ~~~~~2~ __ poll~tants ~~.ociated, -~it~ coke 
plant erot~~tons, mctu4lf:~~l?~nzene,· a~~~-~c;x.:md o~~9~a)pyre~f and ass9c1ated 
longer-tefl11 concentnt@~~timates we~~ndt .as:hi~h ~-sugge~ed by th¢ infor-

1 ' ' '"" .. ,. ' .. -..... '•, ' ~·· "!• 

mation av~able ~ri~~J~;~~nitoring,:-J\Wlough ~~ ~~re belqf the Ieyels of sig-
nificant con(!ern that h~~ J?~fi:..~pggeste<fb~the modeling inforination,,these results 
indicate the i'r\fluence.6fth~s~~pall~tan~ of concern emitted from near'by sources. 
As a result, the air taxies monitoring study WaS .not extended at this.school or in 
this w·ea. This i¥ormation can be found at ·. · ~ 
http://www .epa.gov /schoolair/schools.html. 

''•,' ' *' L ' • ~ ' " f.' > 

JCDH follows all fed~t standarcls {or ~e allowmg of self reporting for industrial 
sources. 

. ' . ' ' 

Response to Comment 2 " ;" . 
' 

Currently, the JCDH Air and RadiationDivi~ioii~~tllize the main 24-hour contact 
number for reporting public health emergencies at (205) 933-9110 (works for 
nights and weekends). This number will report to the on-call nurse who can then 
refer the call to the on-call Environmental Health Staff. These calls may, depend­
ing on severity, lead to an immediate inspection. 

This comment will be evaluated to see if there is an easier method to route air pol­
lution-related calls during evenings/nights and on weekends. 

During nonnal business hours of 7:45am to 4:30pm, the Department encourages 
you to call (205) 930-1239 to file a timely complaint when you do see excess emis­
sions, soot, or observe unpleasant odors. 

19. See Appendix- Attachment A-19 
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The county is currently in designated as attaining all federal healthy air standards. 

To continue to improve air quality and to protect public health across Jefferson 

County, the JCDH continues to: 1) working with federal and state programs to 

conduct ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School) and 2) conducting 

unannounced evening inspections and field. observations that are designed to en­

sure compliance of !ill federal, state~ and local regulations. 

Regarding ~eaith: · 
,.,. '~ :., ':. \/ ·:- !- 1 -

While AB~ Coke qe>eS;,~~t:*'f63dc~:!~oiiie'of:'YWcll)ire carcipogens in~Iuding 
benzene, dibenzofuran§~:~Qlyl berizene. n~phtbalen:e;. P~Hs, phenol, styrene, tolu­
ene, and xY.lene). JCD~~t~s~ federal stapgardsdev~loned by JWA to reduce, con­
trol, or elimjnate ait tci~i~~~~ protec~'R~J?lic health. J:hese s~dards ate mainly 
National Emissions SJ~~~f~il:I~oU$~AiiPollutants (NES~S) and the 
Maximum Allowabl~ €ontrol "feehitology (MA.CT). In, addition, th~ Department 
assures that the air in Jefferson County meets federal clean air standaros. Current­
ly, the county i~ ,designated as attaini~g all such standards. For mo~e information 
on these standards visit http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/mac~rilalph.html. 

In addition, a relatively recent assessmept of air tmdcs conducted (School Air Tox­

ics Study) by the USEfA. ~ri Tarrant City, with the mqttitqriug site located at Tar­

rant Elementary SchooC:.y~elded concentrations of benzene~ arsenic, lead, and ben­

zo(a)pyrene that were found:to be below levels ofcon.cem, levels at which adverse 

health effects have been observeg. Levels of lead,. a pollutant for which there are 

national standards for ambient (mifd6,~r) air, ~re below the level of the national 

standard for protection of public health. levels of pollutants associated with coke 

plant emissions, including benzene, arsenic, and benzo(a)pyrene and associated 

longer-term concentration estimates were not as high as suggested by the infor­

mation available prior to monitoring. Although they were below the levels of sig­

nificant concern that had been suggested by the modeling information, these results 

indicate the influence of these pollutants of concern emitted from nearby sources. 

As a result, the air toxics monitoring shtdy was not extended at this school or in 

this area. This information can be found at 

http://www .epa.gov/schoolair/schools.html. 
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20. See Appendix- Attachment A-20 

The Department understands your concerns and encourages you to contact us as 
soon as possible at 930-1239 to file a timely complaint when you do see excess 
emissions, soot, or observe u~pl~asflllt odors."" , . . .... 

,, '---~ 

'' . 

The county is currt";ntly in d~igpated as attaining all federal healthy air standards. 
~ • • I I , 

To continue to lmprove.air cj\la.J!~.:t\9-dto p~otect public health across Jefferson 
' ' ~ .. lo . "" :. ' 0 ~" ~~ ',. .·• !'.. .· . l ' ..... 

County, tbe JCDH COI\~~~~~l~:,).?~y/o/l£Jn$'w!tJ?: f~e~ and swe programs to 
conduct atnbient a.~.Dlg)gt9~~g (T~~t~EJ~rnenta?. ~hool) cifd 2) ~on?ucting 
unannounG.~d evenmg~gSjf~tions and ft~~~~obs~rv~~~~ that.~f destgn~ to en-
sure comphance of all,!pd~lt staterf:ll.l~qealr~glJJatisns. :,;: .· 

'· . :: ·7:>::~;:~::~;; • . ~-:;:r~k: .. · .. ,.,,.!· {,:~ , ·~ 
Regarding Health: ! • ~:· ·: ·'· ' • ·. · . , · 

< '' ' ' • ' ~ • _,._,, ·: • ' I 

l 

While ABC CoJce does emit air to)Cics.(some of which are carcinogens including 
benzene, dibeniofurans, ethyl bemerte· naphthalene, P AHs, phenol;, styrene, tolu­
ene, and xylene).· ~CDH us~. fede.qil ~tandards developed by EP.A to reduce, con­
trol, or eliminate air taxies and prot~t public he~tb·. These ~taiidards are mainly 
National Emissions Stan~ .:fo{Hazardolis Air Pollt.JW:nts JNESHAPS) and the 
Maximum Allowable CqntrolTe~hnology (MACT).~: In, .a9dition, the Department 
assures that the air in Jefte~'?n"CountY m~~ts fedef:il clean air standards. Current­
ly, the county is designated as;attaining·allsuch s.tandards. For more infonnation 
on these standards visit h!:tj;>://Www.epa.goy/ttnlai:W/inactfnlalph.html. 

--~ ' ~ . ~ ' 

-:"' . ,' '' i ~' 

In addition, a relatively recent assessmentofiir toxics conducted (School Air Tax-
ies Study) by the USEPA in Tarrant City, with the monitoring site located at Tar­
rant Elementary School, yielded concentrations of benzene, arsenic, lead, and ben­
zo(a)pyren~ that were found to be below levels of concern, levels at which adverse 
health effects have been observed. Levels of lead, a PQllutapt for which there are 
national standards for ambient (outdoor) air, are below the level of the national 
standard for protection of public health. Levels of pollutants associated with coke 
plant emissions, including benzene, arsenic, and benzo(a)pyrene and associated 
longer-lem1 eoucentration estimates were not as high as suggested by the infor­
mation available prior to monitoring. Although they were below the levels of sig­
nificant concern that had been suggested by the modeling information, these results 
indicate the influence of these pollutants of concern emitted from nearby sources. 
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As a result, the air taxies monitoring study was not extended at this school or in 
this area. This information can be found at 
http://www .epa.gov/schoolair/schools.html. 

Regarding DIAL: 

The use of Differential Absorption Light Detection and Ranging (DIAL) would be 
based on a need provided to JCDH from EPA to monitor pollutan~ in addition to 
actual monitoring that pas aln;ady occurred in the Tarrant area. This would be in 
supplement to the MACT lilld:~H.AP standards that are written and assessed by 
EPA. Th~ Departmen~Jiaf~o:bdSis:or ability to.Jequi(e- such monitoring~ The 
availabilio/ of this te9~ps>lP~ is very U~1~d and :s.till ~es methods to estimate 
emissions at the fasl1~tt.~~er than me~tJ.r!ng a~tu~ ~bient ?Rncentra~ons. DI­
AL is, accordingly, llO~/~iple as a lf:?ntte:rm· mo,nitol'ing met~od as it must be 
shipped (large truck) ftqin: tne' Nati~nal PhysicsLaboratory, located in the United 
Kingdom and, its avaiJ~b~ty is itpkilown. ·Technologies such as this and others are 
used to determine whether regulations are effective. As such, this request is not a 
local pennitting_issue of/by the Department but more of an EPA policy issue and 
should be addreSsed by EPA. · 

21. See Appendix.-,.;. Attn~hment A-21 

The Department appreciates your cc;munent, 
' ' 

The Department has exceeded the·minim_um requirements for involving the public 
in the process of issuing the renewal_permit for, ABC Coke to ensure that any po­
tential affected citizens have had an opp~itunity to comment The Department 
made the decision to grant various requests by the public in order to be responsive 
to permitting concerns. 

The following demonstrates how the Department has met environmental justice 
guidance concerning permitting. 

The Department took the following steps to ensure greater public involvement: 
l) Published draft permit and public notice on JCDH website; 
2) Granted and published public hearing notice on March 9, 2014 in the Bir­

mingham News allowing the public 36 days (instead of the minimum of 30 
days) before the date of the public hearing on April 14, 20 14; 

3) Held training for North Birmingham Community Leaders March 19, 2014 
on coke plant operations; 
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4) Held public infonnation meeting on March 31,2014 at Tarrant Intermedi­ate School in order to give the public/affected citizens a chance for mean­ingful involvement; 

Regarding notification of the public information meeting, required advance notice of public was given 'in the Bitmingh~News, on the Department's website, on signage in front of Tarrant Elementary for eleven days. 

5) Granted' and held.!i-pubJic hearing regarding the Title V Peimit for ABC Coke on Aprill4z~ZQJ)f\;frcnni:00-4:00 atJCDH's Conference-Room A; 
6) Hf?ld addition~t~fWl#ltiPrJ?g~s:-~d ~B~e p{~t traizW1g on Ap~l 12, 

2014 andAprifh~-~t20l4 ~~the ~9ft4Binll!ngftam Lib~ and tbe Harri­man Park Rec.~~aflQ!l. Facility;·-· ::~ .. · > · { t~-· · · .. j : 
7) Ext~n~ed th.e p41J·lj.~.(~~e. nt.~pod,clo~~ o~Aprill:~' 2014 givin~ ~ effett1ve COtnrJ;t1i!ilt peno~ of ~~;qc1ys (as opposed to the regul~ory film-mum .of 30 d,ays, i : . • : ,:.· ·~ < ·:, < < 

•. 

The county is currently in designated as attaining all federal healthy air stand-anis. · 

To continue to impfove· air quality ,a~ to prptect public ~eaith across Jefferson County, the JCDH continues to; 1) working withfederal'and state programs to conduct ambient air monitoriDg. (TarniD.t Elementary" School) and 2) conducting unannounced evening inspecJions iutd field obseryations that are designed to en­sure compliance of all federal, state,:, and Iocaltegulations. 
'· ' 

Regarding Health: 

While ABC Coke does emit air toxics (some of which are carcinogens including benzene, dibenzofurans, ethyl benzene naphthalene, PAHs, phenol, styrene, tolu­ene, and xylene). JCDH uses federal standards developed by EPA to reduce, con­trol, or eliminate air toxics and protect public health~ These standards are mainly National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air PoJJutants (NESHAPS) and the Maximum Allowable Control Technology (MACT). In, addition, the Department assures that the air in Jefferson County meets federal clean air standards. Current­ly, the county is designated as attaining all such standards. For more information on these standards visit http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/mnctfnlafph.html. 
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In addition, a relatively recent assessment of air toxics conducted (School Air Tax­
ies Study) by the USEPA in Tarrant City, with the monitoring site located at Tar­
rant Elementary School, yielded concentrations of benzene, arsenic, lead, and ben­
zo(a)pyrene that were found to be below levels of concern, levels at which adverse 
health effects have been observed., Levels ofJead, a pollutant for which there are 
national standards for (ijllbient (outdoor) air, are below the level of the national 
standard for protectio~ of pu.blic heaJth. Levels of pollutants a.Ssociated with coke 
plant emissio.ps, inclttding ,ben?:ene; arsenic, and. benzo(a)pyrene and associated 
longer-teqn' concentrat~on e.S,thriat~s: ~e(e not as high as suggested by the infor­
mation av·~ilab]e prlor.~bi1p~torlng;· ~ttho.ugtrtb.rY ~ere belo:~ the lev71s of sig­
nificant concern that h~.P- peen suggested,by the mo,~e@gjpforl;nation, tliese results 
indicate the influence gfth~s!~ pollutan~ofcon~err{ermtted from nearby sources. 
As a result, the air ·toxics m6nitoring sttlcly.,,W.as..not extended at: this scqool or in 

t :',~ ~ ~·~, '~ '·,' 
this area. Thts informatiOn dm be found at · · 

' ,-~ '• ~ '' 

http://www.epa.gov/schoolair/schools.html. 

22. See Appendix -Attachment A-22 

Response to Comment 1 

While emissions from proxiinate facilities may indeed comingle, the requirements 
of Federal law requires each separate facilities with different property owners to 
have separate Title V permits. Accordingly, each Title V permit is regulated sepa­
rately. 

As of right now, there are no plans for additional monitoring and subsequent health 
assessment of air pollutants. The JCDH has not currently received any federal re­
quests to conduct and/or assist in any additional health/pollution studies in the Tar~ 
rant Area. The Department is only mandated to conduct monitoring for criteria air 
pollutants. In addition, the Department does not have the capacity to conduct spe­
cialized, comprehensive health assessments. The Department works closely with 
organizations such as ATSDR to complete these types of assessments. 

A relatively recent assessment of air toxics conducted (School Air Taxies Shrdy) 
by the USEPA in Tarrant City, with the monitoring site located at Tarrant Elemen­
tary School, yielded concentrations of benzene, arsenic, lead, and benzo(a)pyrene 
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that were found to be below levels of concern. This was stated by EPA "At Tarrant 
Elementary, concentrations of benzene, arsenic, lead, and benzo(a)pyrene were 
found to be below levels of concern. As a result, the air toxics monitoring study 
will not be extended at this school'~. This infonnation can be found at 
http://www .epa.gov/schoolair/schools.html 

In addition, an even rpore recent study in the North Birmifigham area yielded that 
air toxics pollutant· concentrations have decreased at the Shuttlesworth site, right 
across the str,eetfrom W~~ter Energy,..from ~005-2006 levels to 201'1~_2012 levels. 

·,·.: ·-~', .. ~-

1 :.1:, ·,; :· ~~: ·, ·/:l-E·i:·;~:.:.·:·· :'''"::"'· '{,' Response to Comment,l.':· .. ~·· · ·· · ):;.; 'r· : <'. ..:1. ·1: ,, _ _ . ~~~~ ~;~;: / ' ~ .~ ·>;~~r/ ' 1 -~;~ ~. ,~ ~·? : 
-~ 1 •. --1-·,·4:· ~:.... I' _"';_1 </~··,"-· ~.;~ f 

The Department is r~~ij-~lple for enfo~~ipg .$" pglfuq~n reguf~tions aJ?-d ensuring 
air quality.1Jle Dep~et;t~cpqrdln~t~t#~8!11M:1~wit4ii\DEI\1i~ Air Division and 
EPA's Region 4 Air;?~ticid,~:an4Tgxie$ Program on air related issues. Any oth­
er media is coordinated thr~:nigh EPA and various other agencies. JCDH does not 
have any regul~tory auf:h~:));ity over superfund soil or wat~r issues. , 

Response to Comm~nt 3 

The Department under~ds your .conp~ms and~ encourages you to contact us as 
soon as possible at 930-123,9to file a timely complaint when you do see excess 
emissions or observe unpleaSant odors~ · ·. . ·· ,\. / 

; ~ I~ . 1 . ~ < • ''t < ', ~ 
'' \..: 

23. See Appendix- Attachment A .. 2J 

Due to the concerns over air pollution and soot at Presbyterian Manor the Depart­
ment has conducted an indoor air assessment and will continue to work with the 
community to analyze the comments received during the public comment period. 
On May 16,2014, the Department conducted an indoor air in~pection. The inspec~ 
tion did rtot reflect the conditions outlined in the complaints. The Department not­
ed very clean conditions as well as no evidence of soot deposition inside the 
apartments or in the air handling systems for the building (on the root). The De­
partment will inspect again if more complaints are received. The Department 
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would ask that if you observe excess emissions, unpleasant odors or soot deposits 
to call 930-1239 to file a timely complaint. 

Jefferson County Department of Health has the mission of improving air quality to 
protect public health across Jefferson County. The JCDH accomplishes this goal 
by 1) working with federal and state. programs to con-duct ambient air monitoring 
(Tarrant Elementary School) 2) conducting inspections unannounced day and night 
to ensure compliance of all federal, state, and local regulations. 

,''' 

< ~" Jr '~ 

Due to the ~oncems~oV:~(~~ pollution an~ soot at P~esoyterian,Manor the Depart­
ment has conducted an'lndoor,air assessiilent and 'will dontinue'to work with the 
community to analy~e. fu~ ~mments received during the public comment period. 
On May 16,2014, the Department conducted an indoor air inspection. The inspec­
tion did not reflect the conditions outlined in the complaints. The Department not­
ed very clean conditions as well as no evidence of soot deposition inside the 
apartments or in the air handling systems for the building (on the roof). The De­
partment will inspect again if more corilplaints are received. ··The Department 
would ask that if you observe excess emissions, unpleasant odors or soot deposits 
to call 930-1239 to file a timely complaint 

' 
Jefferson County Department of Health has the·mission of improving air quality to 
protect public health across Jefferson County: The JCDH accomplishes this goal 
by 1) working with federal and state programs to con-duct ambient air monitoring 
(Tarrant Elementary School) 2) conducting inspections unannounced day and night 
to ensure compliance of all federal, state, and local regulations. 

25. See Appendix- Attachment A-25- Comments # 1 -26 

1) Comment #1 (Page 11-14) 

The Department issues all Title V pennits in accordance with the requirements 40 
CFR 70. 
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Regarding Health: 

While ABC Coke does emit air toxics (some of which are carcinogens including 
benzene, dibenzofurans, ethyl benzene naphthalene, PAHs, phenol, styrene, tolu­
ene, and xylene). JCDH uses. federal standards developed by EPA to reduce, con­
trol, or eliminate air toxic8 and protect public health. These standards are mainly 
National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) and the 
Maximum All<:)wable Coli.trQI T~cJ.Wqlogy (MACT). In, addition, the.Department 
assures that the air inJ effe~on, Co~nty ineets federal clean air standards~ Current­
ly, the cotinty is desim1~t~.~~ita.inwg~~P such$,,@nd3J;ds. Forp10re infofmation 
on these standards vi~#~htto:r/www.eva'~:gov/ttnJatwlmactfnlatplihtmL .' 

~ _i ~~~<.~,~£~ j>... ; .:t!:;:\~:.· ··.. \ -=-.:~ ;~;. ~ "" "f>' f 

In addition~. a relativelf~~~~nt assessgt~fi\O.f,·air toiic5}onducf¢ (Scho6I Air Tox­
ics Study) by the US~A·ln;~';{'~t Cit~hwiilt the. moilitoring site locaied at Tar­
rant Elementi;uy Scbog't. yielded:c;:·d~centl1itions of benzene, arsenic, lead, and ben­
zo(a)pyrene tiiat w~r~-found to be-b~low levels qf concern, levels at~hich adverse 
health effects h~ve been observed. Levels of lead; a pollutant for which there are 
national standards for ttmbient (outcloor) air, are below the level of the national 
standard for protection of public health. Levels of pollutants associated with coke 
plant emissions, including:'b~nz~qe,;·arseoic, apd benzo(a)pyrehe and associated 

L,_, , , , ,.·. . ' } ' ) ~ 

longer-term concentration estirrlates were .Q.Ot a5 Qigh ~ suggested by the infor-
mation available prior to ~o~itoring; Although they, 'fer~ below the levels of sig­
nificant concern that had been suggested 1::iy the m9deling infonnation, these results 
indicate the influence of these poilu~~ ofconce~ emitted from nearby sources. 
As a result, the air toxics monitoring study "Was not extended at this school or in 
this area. This information can be found at 

http://www.epa.gov/schoolair/schools.html. 

The Department conducts ambient air quality monitoring at Tarrant Elementary 
School. This monitor is part of a large monitoring network throughout Jefferson 
County to determine compliance with federal healthy air standards. The county is 
currently designated as in attaining all federal standards for healthy air. 
As EPA funding allows and EPA mandates: 

The Department conducts air taxies monitoring studies in conjunction with EPA. 
Based on monitored concentrations, the EPA then typically conducts a risk as­
sessment to determine if emissions need to be reduced. The risk assessment is then 
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used to determine if health related studies are warranted by the Agency for Toxic 
Substance and Disease Registry (ATSDR) which conducts public health assess­
ments using the monitored concentrations. 

The JCDH relies on the EPA and the ATSDR to conduct health/pollution related 
correlation studies. These type studies-requite resour<;es, that are not readily availa­
ble at a local level. Tp the view the process for a risk assessment please visit: 
http://epa.gov/riska~sessment/basicinformation.htm#arisk. Visit·-
http:// ww w. atsdr .cdc. gov /trainin~/pttbljc~henlth -assessment -o verv~ew/html/ for a 
definition of public health as.s~srnen~ Qtt· ' . -·· 
http://www .atsdr.cdc:gqy/HACIPHA!HePHA:usp?Sta:te=AL fQr public health as­
sessments and consul~Ji()~ 'conductedJf'tbe Stat~ff -~labam~ 

.. . ~£-. ~~~;- . J.:' . :W <~ . ~~ 
2) Co~ent #2 (Page)5_ .. J7) _ ·3, ·y: "',,r t· ,. . 

··~ ,·:. 7~· I ','" , 1"t' ".~.:":,. ': ·<.:; : l ~ 

The county is currently indesigm1ted a8a~taining all federal healthy air standards. 

To continue to Improve air quality and to proteet public health acioss Jefferson 
County. the JCDHcontinuesto: 1) work with federal and state programs to con­
duct ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elem~ntary School) anq 2) conduct unan­
nounced evening inspections and field observations that are .designed to ensure 
compliance of all federal, state, ~d local regulations. . · 

Regarding Health: 
,'. 

While ABC Coke does emit air tri~ics (srime of which are carcinogens including 
benzene, dibenzofurnns, ethyl benzene' naphtlialene, PAHs, phenol, styrene, tolu­
ene, and xylene). JCDH uses federal standards developed by EPA to reduce, con­
trol, or eliminate air toxics and protect public health. These standards are mainly 
National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) and the 
Maximum Allowable Control Technology (MACT). In, addition, the Department 
assures that the air in Jefferson County meets federal clean air standardS. Current­
ly, the county is designated as attaining all such standards. For more information 
on these standards visit http://www.cpa.gov/ttn/atw/mactfnlalph.html. 

In addition, a relatively recent assessment of air toxics conducted (School Air Tox~ 
ics Study) by the USEPA in Tarrant City, with the monitoring site located at Tar­
rant Elementary School, yielded concentrations of benzene, arsenic, lend, and ben­
zo(a)pyrene that were found to be below levels of concern, levels at which adverse 
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health effects have been observed. Levels of lead, a pollutant for which there are 
national standards for ambient (outdoor) air, are below the level of the national 
standard for protection of public health. Levels of pollutants associated with coke 
plant emissions, including benzene, arsenic, and benzo(a)pyrene and associated 
longer-term concentration esti111ates.were not as. high as suggested by the infor-

, •• , < 

mation available prior ~o monitoring. Although they were b~l_ow the levels of sig-
nificant concetn $at had been. suggested by the modeling information, these results ,_,' ' ! 

indicate the influence ofthese'poJl~tants of concern emitted from nearby sources. 
As a result,· the air tox,icS: mobitonn~~tUc[y 'was not extended at this school or in 
this area. This infol'Iil~~Qt(c~"~t,~,f()~#d :~t~ f·' · :~; ? 

r'~·i'-~'> ), . ,~·.-.i'~.'"' t , http://www.epa.gov/sd1b&Jaiflschoofs.himt · .~~ £,._ \' ' '-' ;.:.,;"' 

', . J-.~·<i;,,.. ::t; .. . tl 
3) coiilill~nt #3 {P~g~Js .. i4i: ~ ··::·, , · · 

' ""~ ~ ' - ; 

The county is 6urrently in designated ~ attaining all fed~ral healthy~ standards. ~ 1 I ' < i_ 

To continue to iniprove air quaJ.ify and to protect public health ncross Jefferson 
County, the JCDH continues to: 1). work with federal apd state, programs to con­
duct ambient air monitoring (Tamuit Elementary Schpol) anc:l2) conduct unan­
nounced evening inspecpons :~~ fiel,d obser\rations:. that are· designed to ensure 
compliance of all federal~'si~te; and local x-eguhi.tioll$. . :" 

Regarding Health: 

While ABC Coke does emit air toxics '(some of which are carcinogens including 
benzene, dibenzofurans, ethyl benzene naphthalene, PARs, phenol, styrene, tolu­
ene, and xylene). JCDH uses federal standards developed by EPA to reduce, con­
trol, or eliminate air toxics and protectpublic health. These standards are mainly 
National Emissions: Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) and the 
Maximum Allowable Control Technology (MACT). In, addition, the Department 
assures that the air in Jefferson County meets federal clean air ~tandards. Current­
} y, the county is designated as attaining all such standards. For more infonnation 
on these standards visit http://www.epagov/ttn/atw/mactfiualph.html. 
In addition, a relatively recent assessment of air toxics conducted (School Air Tox­
ics Study) by the USEPA in Tarrant City, with the monitoring site located at Tar­
rant Elementary School, yielded concentmtions of benzene, arsenic, lead, and ben-
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zo(a)pyrene that were found to be below levels of concern, levels at which adverse 
health effects have been observed. Levels of lead, a pollutant for which there are 
national standards for ambient (outdoor) air, are below the level of the national 
standard for protection of public health. Levels of pollutants associated with coke 
plant emissions, including benz~ne"' arsenic, and he,nzo(a)pyrene and associated 
longer-term concen~tion estimates were not as high, as>suggested by the infor­
mation available prior to monitoring. Although they were below, the levels of sig­
nificant conc~rtl.that had ~~n,~j.l~g~~iect br the modeling information, these results 
indicate the influenc~ oftA~~pgUU~tantq; . .c~fconcem emitted from nearoy,sources. 

1 • , r·~-;-":~·;· ,~ ... .:.~~_..·,,.-,..:.,·,: :-;;.;.,....;;.,~. \:t-*,'" .....,,-...:...~- ·. :· 

As a resul~, the air tox~~f::m?wtorifl~·~tu1i:t~.a&)i~~.exwnded a~p1is school or in 
this area. This informatioit:Cilll be foundP:.t... .·" ~71 ~;;, . :.:I 7 
http://ww~.epa.gov/sc·*6Jrrur/schools:hfin't:::: ·. f..i ~i .. . . ·) 

( . :.(;· ;::;\:" .· . · -:: :tx ~ ... ~./' tt ;1 . 
JCDH does not have te~lp.tocy-. authoritY: over any soil or supelfund related issue, 
therefore an)fsoil infofrQ:ation must be .handled by EPA 

4) Comment #4 (Pag~ 24-28) 

The Department understands Y9.ur concerns arid .encoUra:ges·you to contact us as 
soon as possible at 930-1239 to file a timely complaint \Yhen you do see excess 
emissions or observe unpleas~t odors. ·· - . , · 

With respect to your concerns abOut hehlt.h,theapplicable rules and regulations in­
corporated into the permit are meantto .. r~uce, minimize, and/or eliminate pollu­
tants so that citizens' health will not be adversely impacted. In addition, the De­
partment conducts monitoring within the vicinity of ABC Coke). Based on these 
monitoring results, the county is currently designated as meeting all federal stand­
ards for clean air. IJi addition, with respect to air taxies, concentrations of air tox­
ics as measured at Tarrant Elementary during the School Air Toxics Monitoring 
campaign did not result in any unacceptable risks, as determined by the US EPA. 
This infonnation can be found at http://www.epa.gov/schoolair/schools.html 

The Department currently uses the acceptable risk range of lxl0-4 to lxl0-6 guid­
ance provided by EPA for individual and cumulative concentrations; however, it is 
the Department's goal to continue to improve all air toxics levels to the lower end 
of the risk ran~e. The Department achieves this goal by conducting air toxics stud-
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ies in conjunction with EPA and through NESHAP and MACT standards enforce­
ment. 

5) Comment #5 (Pages 29-32) 

The Department upderstands your concerns. 

6) Comment #6 <P.~~es,~~-~l{~~;·:·~:. . .. .,~ c, "'4'-

·:, ... ··~{;,~;~~\·~: "·{\&C .·.·: .:~~~ ; ~ ~~ 
The county is curreildy,J#,9esignated as:attaining all feperal h~~lthy air standards. 

·, ·~~(.~G>;.' . ' ;'0:;~~. .. . )'~ if ~ : 
To continue to improv~:iili'J~uality and to~protect--pubhc health~across Jefferson 

: j> "li . . ~- /-.J <: ' ;; ; ' ' ' ' ~ County, the JCDH coJ;i,tinues to:, 1) wor]Qn~ with federal and state programs to 
conduct ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School which runs 24 hours a 
day) and 2) conducting unannqunced evening inspections and field: observations 
that are designed· tO ensure compliance of all federal, state, and local regulations. 

,; ; '; ' . i -' . 

Regarding Health: 
! ' . , ' I . ~ 

'~ • -~ ,'{•' < ;;I ~~~.j.'~ I' ';f., 

While ABC Coke does e~t air toxics- {some ofwhjch lU'e:carcinogens including 
benzene, dibenzofurans, ethyl benzene' naphthalene, fbJis, phenol, styrene, tolu­
ene, and xylene). JCDH use8 federal standards dev~loped by EPA to reduce, con­
trol, or eliminate air toxics and protect public h~allh. These standards are mainly 
National Emissions Standards for Hazardqtts'Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) and the 
Maximum Allowable Control Technolog)i' (MACT). In, addition, the Department 
assures that the air in Jefferson County meets federal clean air standards. Current­
ly, the county is designated as attaining all such standards. For more information 
on these standards visit http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/mactfnlalph.html. 

In addition, a relatively recent assessment of air toxics conducted (School Air Tox­
ics Study) by the USEPA in Tarrant City, with the monitoring site located at Tar­
rant Elementary School, yielded concentrations of benzene, arsenic, lead, and ben­
zo(a)pyrene that were found to be below levels of concern, levels at which adverse 
health effects have been observed. Levels of lead, a pollutant for which there are 
national standards for ambient (outdoor) air, are below the level of the national 
standard for protection of public health. Levels of pollutants associated with coke 
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plant emissions~ including benzene, arsenic, and benzo(a)pyrene and associated 
Ionger-tenn concentration estimates were not as high as suggested by the infor­
mation available prior to monitoring. Although they were below the levels of sig­
nificant conce1n that had been suggested by the modeling information, these results 
indicate the influence of these pollutants of concern emitted from nearby sources. 
As a result, the air toxics monitoring study was not extended at this school or in 
this area. This information can be found at · 
http://www.epa.gov/schoolair/scllools,html. 

7) Comment #7 (P~g~r34-37) 
t ·' 

No answer.· 
. . 

8) Comment #8 (Page 37-40) 

The Department c'urrently uses the acceptable risk range of lxlQ4 to lxl0-6 guid­
ance provided by EPA for Individual and cumulative concentrations; however, it is 
the Department's goaJ to continue to improve all'air toxics 'levels to the lower end 
of the risk range. The Department achieves this goal by cmiducting air taxies stud­
ies in conjtu1ction with EPA and through NESHAP and MACT standards enforce­
ment. 

In addition, the applicable rules and regulations incorporated into the pennit are 
meant to reduce, minimize, and/or eliminate pollutants so that citizens' health will 
not be adversely impacted. In addition, the Department conducts monitoring with­
in the vicinity of ABC Coke). Based on these monitoring results, the county is cur­
rently designated as meeting all federal standards for clean air: 

In addition, with respect to air toxics, concentrations of air toxics as measured at 
Tarrant Elementary during the School Air Toxics Monitoring campaign did not re­
sult in any unacceptable tisks, as detennined by the US EPA. This information can 
be found at http://www.epa.gov/schoolair/schools.html 

9) Comment #9 (Pages 41-42) 
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The Department would like to thank you for your comment and ask that if you ob­serve excess emissions, unpleasant odors or soot deposits to call 930-1239 to file a timely complaint. 

Jefferson County Department of Health has the mission of improving air quality to protect public health acro~s Jefferson County. The JCDU accomplishes this goal by 1) work with federal and state programs to con-duct ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elem~ntary School) 4) cond.ucts inspections unannounced ~ay and night to ensure c~mpliance. of ·an federal. s~te· .. and local regulations. 
10) ~ommen*#l~.~~g~4~~~)·:·I~;~ ~ . . ..' 

t :;:,::: '~F~- ,, ;:~ -._ , . ., ,,.,, w ;,!_.>~~"1·. ·~ ,' ~\~ \; ' ~c:~ .. :.~-i.'}-;. !•;~ ~~,,· -·· ~~ 
The Department wouid(tik~to thank ~o~fot this c9hmJent. Th~ Departznent, since the public hearing; is anai}i\fig·~w.ays lo.'•1nelude'interpteters and staff t() address multilingual c_ommt.w.itie8~ 'tb..~.bepartment had an interpreter present.'at the Walter Coke public he~ng ·and will make' this a part of an Environmental Health Services policy moving f9rward. · · · ' 

11) Comment #11 (Pages .44-46) 

AU Title V pennits issued every five year; basis in ~ccor~ance with the federal re· quirements of 40 CFR Part 70~ · · · · 

The county is currently in designated;as;atia.i?infaii federal healthy air standards. 
To continue to improve air quality and to protect public heaJth across Jefferson County, the JCDH continues to: 1) working with federal and state programs to conduct ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School which runs 24 hours a day) and 2)conducting unannounced evening inspections and field observations that are designed to ensure compliance of all federal, state, and ]ocal regulations. 
Regarding Health: 

While ABC Coke does emit air toxics (some of which are carcinogens including benzene, dibenzofurans, ethyl benzene naphthalene, PAHs, phenol, styrene, tolu­ene, and xylene). JCDH uses federal standards developed by EPA to reduce, con­trol, or eliminate air toxics aud protect public health. These standards are mainly 
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National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) and the Max.imum Allowable Control Technology (MACT). In, addition, the Department assures that the air in Jefferson County meets federal clean air standards. Current­ly, the county is designated as attaining all such standards. For more information on these standards visit http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/mactfnlalph.html. 
~ ~ ~- ~ ,' '1' ' ' 

In addition, a relativelyJecent a.Ssessment of air toxics conducted (School Air Tox-
ics Study) by the USEPA in Tarrant City, with the monitoring site located at Tar­
rant Element~ School, yielded concentrations of benzene, arseniC;·lyad, and ben­
zo(a)pyrene tltat were,tbund'J§t7~:heiiJw Jev~ls of concern, levels at which adverse 
health effects have b¢1i)l.bffi~~e4;~Jii~~f.{of,1e'ac}, .. a pQJlutant for which there are ; . , ~ -~t:-·< ~· ~ ~,,., .,· . .l·~'rl·. , . >:J"' /.> :·''' national st~dards for ~~~\~ent .<outdoo~~:~ir,ate.be~~'\~~ ~e.v~!l o~ the n~~ionaJ standard for protec;:tlon~,~JR!lP~lc he~tij~f~vt;ls of ~ll~tants as~oc1ated }Vtth coke 
plant emissions, in~luc{!Rt~~ig~l?-1?., ·~~~niq, an,d benz9(a)pyrene and associated Ionger-term.cpncenira:~on-r~stilliates ~ere not as high as suggested by the infor­
mation available prior, to tnollitoring. Although they were below the levels of sig­
nificant concerti· that had been suggested by the II,lodeling information, these results 
indicate the influ~nce of these pollutants of concern emitted from riearby sources. 
As a result, the air tQxics monitoring study was not extended at this school or in 
this area. This information <!an be found at · ' • '. . l, 

http://www.epa.gov/schoolaii/schools.html. s,,. , . ' + 

Regarding zoning Issues: 

The Department has no authority when.itrelates to zoning issues. Please contact your local county or zoning board with regards to these issues. 

12) Comment #12 (Pages 46-50) 

The Depmtment appreciates your concern for the community. 

The Department would like to thank you for this comment and will incorporate evaluation methods into further public hearings according to public interest. With respect to the size and location of the public hearing for ABC Coke, the Depart­ment held the public hearing open from 1:00 pm to 4:00 pm to allow for citizens to 

66 



QUESTIONS & COMMENTS FROM PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND PUBLIC HEARING 
fOR ABC COKE 

comment any time during that period. For future public hearings, the Department 
has taken steps to ensure the adequacy of seating capacity and that the location will 
be held in a place that's more accessible to affected citizens. As a result of these 
and similar requests, the Department held the Walter Coke public hearing at a 
community centralized location the North Birmingham Library from 4:00pm-
7:30pm. , ~ '· · · 

,. 

The county is cugeritly in designated as attaining all federal healthy air standards. 
. i . •·. 

·., '-'. 

To continue·t~ imp{QVe ~Au~Uti~~J9 protect public health across Jefferson 
County, the ~CDH, co~q~~~~.r~p;:lr~~t~g~.\V~thJ~er¥ and s~~e prograjns to 
conduct ambient am, .Dl~J~~c~~qng (T~~·~l~m.~ntar_x ~~hool W~tch runs f-4 ~ours a 
day) and 2) conductmg,\}.qpnnouncedtt:Vi:;1:11pg ~pY¢t1gps· and :Qeld observations 

/ • ~~. r.-...,ol,· ' • ,,~.,' ' ' ' ' 

that are designed to e~ut~'c9raplian~e o,faJlfe(J.egil, s.tllte, andJocal regulations. 
. . . : '~: ~~:~:~~:~~~~-~-~> "";i~~\ .. . . ~~:'. ·-~~ ;l ry • 

·" ~; +.,' ':.,. 

Regarding Health: 
l . 

While ABC Coka·does ~J;nitairtoxics (some ot'~hich are carcin~gens including 
benzene, dibenzofurans, ethyl,benzenenaphthalene, PAHs~ phe]lbl, styrene, tolu­
ene, and xylene). JC.QH:uses federal standards.developed by EPA to reduce, con­
trol, or eliminate air td~c~ 'B)lP,:.poot~t p~blic healtlt~ These:standards are mainly 
National Emissions Staiic\ards- for H;B.iai:~ous Air. Poilu~· (NESHAPS) and the 
Maximum Allowable Contrq~ Technol9gy(M.ACTJ~ IJi{'addition, the Department 
assures that the air in Jefferson. County irieecii feder;tl clean air standards. Current­
ly, the county is designated as attainfu.g'a~l sucb.standards. For more information 
on these standards visit http://www.epa.~~_v/ttnlatw/mactfnlalph.html. 

In addition, a relatively recent assessment of air toxics conducted (School Air Tax­
ies Study) by the USEPA in Tarrant City, with the monitoring site located at Tar­
rant Elementary School, yielded concentrations of benzene, arsenic, lead, and ben­
zo(a)pyrene that were found to be below revels of concern, levels at which adverse 
health effects have been observed. Levels of lead, n pollutant for which there are 
national standards for ambient(outdoor) air, are below the level of th~ national . ' ' \ ' 

standard for protection of public health. Levels of pollutants associated with coke 
plant emis~ions, including benzene, arsenic, and benzo(a)pyrene and associated 
longer-term concentration estimates were not as high as suggested by the infor­
mation available prior to monitoring. Although they were below the levels of sig­
nificant concern that had been suggested by the modeling infonnation, these results 

67 



QUESTIONS 6: COMMENTS FROM PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD AND PUBLIC HEARING 
FOR ABC COKE 

indicate the influence of these pollutants of concern emitted from nearby sources. 

As a result. the air taxies monitoring study was not extended at this school or in 

this area. This information can be found at 

http://www .epa.~rov/schoolair/schoo ls.html. 

. 1. 

. . 

13) Comment #13 (Page$ 51~55) 
' :..c 

' ' ' f ~ 

t" :.;·~· .. >,'i:/- ~>,;'_.~~~i,<•:';{:/,_.->~' ':',, y., ,, ,. ,, _ ": 

The Depa~ent qnders~d~\,our,..c6~~~~Jmctei}yo~ges yoti to contact us as 
soon as passible at;93<Hlf3.~ to file ~- ~lpely complJUnE:WJ?e!l YQU do see;excess 
emissions or observe l,llipl~ant odo{s,;~;While the.Dep_~men~'~ standru:d working 
hours are from 7:45 ani~t<}4_:~0 pm, tby,'p~p~~nt ccf*ducts ~ight-time inspec­
tions of the facility anfRor Qb~erv~ti~n~'of the area to 'c)bserve tlie presence of any 
excess emissions that may occur at night. 

' 

The county is currently in designated as attaining all federal healthy air standards. 

To continue to irnprcive air.quality and to protect public health across Jefferson 
County, the JCDH continues to: 1) :working with feder~ WJd state programs to 
conduct ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School which runs 24 hours a 
day) and 2) conducting uminnounced evening ins~ti~ns and field observations 
that are designed to ensure complh:utce of all federal, state, and Local regulations. 

A' ' • 

Regarding Health: 

While ABC Coke does emit air tox.ics (some of which are carcinogens including 
benzene, dibenzofurans, ethyl benzene naphthalene, P AHs, phenol, styrene, tolu­
ene, and xylene). JCDH uses federal standards developed by EPA to reduce, con­
trol, or eliminate air tox.ics and protect public health. These standards are mainly 
National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) and the 
Maximum Allowable Control Technology (MACT). In. addition, the Department 
assures that the air in Jefferson County meets federal clean air standards. Current­
ly, the county is designated as attaining all such standards. For more information 
on these standards visit http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/mactfnlalph.html. 
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In addition, a relatively recent assessment of air toxics conducted (School Air Tox­
ics Study) by the USEP A in Tarrant City, with the monitoring site located at Tar­
rant Elementary School, yielded concentrations of benzene, arsenic, lead, and ben­
zo(a)pyrene that were found to be below levels of concern, levels at which adverse 
health effects have been observ~cl~ Levels of lead, a pollutant for which there are 
national standards for ambient (outdoor) air, are below the.Jevel of the national . 

"~ 

standard for protection of public health. Levels of po1Iutants associated with coke 
plant emissions, including beniene, .atsenic, and benzo(a)pyrene and associated 
longer-term concentratiop· ~sQri14tes we~e npt as high as suggested by tlie. infor-

" ~ .~'-' "':•·t ,'·' "'~,~· ·~· ·~,:·r· .. · .. ,,.,., ... ~,;"'!.••·~. ·. t• ';{ ' mation avflilab1e prior ~o n:tomtoririg~'>Alfuougli th~y were bela~ the levels of sig-~-- ! :·' v . . ·. . "' ~·1' •..., . . .,1, >,)!' . ,. nificant concern thilth~4 ~en suggest~4:1:iY the'mo~ef#lg inJ<.>~ation, tt)ese results 
indicate the influenc~ 9fth~e pollutaJ}ti,pf'concerpl etjl_itted frqm nearby sources. 
As a result, ~he air to~i6$liJRi1Jto@g~~ntdY,\vas.not ext~nded at,this school or in 
this area. This infol'lllition :criri: b~ found. at, , 

c 

http://www .epa.gov/s~hootilits~hools.hfml.. 

The Department currently uses the acceptable risk range of lx194 to lxl0-6 guid­
ance provided by EPA for individuat and cumulatiye concentrations; however, it is 
the Department's goal ~o contitlue tp improve all aittoxics l¢vels to the lower end 
of the risk range. The Oeeartrrtent achieves this ioal by cqnducting air taxies stud­
ies in conjunction with EPA and throughNESHAP.anQ.MACT standards enforce-ment ~. '· 

With respect to complaints, the Department responds to complaints as promptly as 
possible. The Department resultantly responds back to the complainants on the re­
sults of any investigations. If there are concerns about any specific complaint 
please call (205)930-1239 

Regarding Time and Place of Hearing: 

The Department would like to thank you for this conunent and will incorporate 
evaluation methods into further public hearings according to public interest. With 
respect to the size and location of the public hearing for ABC Coke, the Depart­
ment held the public hearing open from 1:00 pm to 4:00 pm to allow for citizens to 
comment any time during that period. For future public hearings, the Department 
has taken steps to ensure the adequacy of seating capacity and that the location will 
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be held in a place that's more accessible to affected citizens. As a result of these 
and similar requests, the Department held the Walter Coke public hearing at a 
community centralized location the North Birmingham Library from 4:00pm-
7:30pm. 

14) Comment #14 (Pages 55-58) 

The Department appre~iates y6ur con~~ for the community. 
' ~ • l 

Regardini and Time aD:4· I!l~c~.:~fJie~g!: ~: . ~· ,._~ . · .$;-,~r ·. · ·: }'! ... : · ~. · . . ~ .... · :3 :· 
The Jefferson Cotmty :QeP~ent of H~lth gra:nteO. bo,th a public information " . ' -:..... ~· '·''· . . ~, . . . ( ' ,. , meeting anc:~ public he@ngf,Qr the re§identS of Taitant.; · 

~ , ~\,:A·~~·~~~-~··:~·~· .. ··'-"" 1 ".<~~:~~:~·';·".:-<-:'r; ·J -~'~. ·~ 
~ ~ " " ' "" 

The following demo~qates how the Department has met environmental justice 
guidance conce?llng permitting, · 

! The Department a.ls'o conducted the following above and beyond the minimum re-
quirements for Titfe V Participatio.n: . .. 

1) Published draft. permit and public notice on JCDH w~bsite. 
2) Granted and pubUshed public b;earing·notice on MCl{ch 9, 2014 in the Bir­

mingham News allowing the public 36 days (instead of the minimum of 30 
days) before the date of th~ publi(: hearing on April 14, 20 14; 

3) Held training for North B_inninghamCommuluty Leaders March 19,2014 
on coke plant operations; · -·. : , · , . 

4) Held public information meetirig on· March 31, 2014 at Tarrant Intermedi­
ate School in order to give the public/affected citizens a chance for mean­
ingful involvement; 

Regarding notification of the public infonnation meeting, required advance 
notice of public was given in the Birmingham News, on the Department's 
website, on signage in front of Tarrant Elementary for eleven days. 

5) Granted and held a public hearing regarding the Title V Permit for ABC 
Coke on April 14, 20 r 4 from 1 :00-4;00 at JCDH' s Conference Room A; 

6) Held additional permitting process and coke plant training on April 12, 
2014 and Aprill5, 2014 at the North Binningham Library and the Harri­
man Park Recreation Facility; 
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7) Extended the public comment period closed on Aprill8, 2014 giving an 
effective comment period of 68 days (as opposed to the regulatory mini­
mum of 30 days~ 

The Department would like to thank you for this comment and will incorporate 
evaluation methods into furt.her·public heanrigso=accor4ing to public interest. With 
respect to the size an~:Uocation of the public hearing for ABC Coke, the Depart­
ment held the public hearing,op,en from 1:00pm to 4:00pm toallow for citizens to 
comment anx time during ~tpenqd. Fc;>r fllture public hearings, the Department 
has taken steps to enS1Jre tli~ a:4~~yofseating capacity and that the'location will 

~h~:~:e~:s:~~~~:!~1t~~~~~f;~u~bca~==~:~~ese 
commumty centralizec.J:;l~ton the Nt)l:}l).Bmrungp~Ltbrary;from 4:00pm-7·30 pm ;, ~ ~~·~:1./~f;,"c ·' tf:, , ·' , . ' ·f.· 't ;:t ·t . . ~,~ . :;J: ::j~k~··;:-:·. ··;{~·{~~!r·~L~··~"·~i;' d ~2 , 
The Permit renewal ~~cess fo~}~cMitiesls ~et~rmined by the permit ~xpiration 
date and due to the vanous avenues for publtc mvolvement JCDH extended both 
Permit comment periods from the normal30 day requireme~t to 6Gdays for both 
permits. JCDH also as mentiont;d above conducted various locatipns for communi-
ty involvement · · 

With respect to the siie)nd location:· of the public hearing,. {or future similarly oc­
casions, we will try to ehs..ure the' adequacy of seatifig cap~tity and that the location 
will be held in a place that'S: inore·acces:sible to affec~~ citizens. As a result, for 
the hearing on Walter Coke, we.will be condilctingJhe hearing in the afternoon 
within the community. ,, ' · · ~ · 

lS) Comment #15 (Pages 58-62) · · .~ 

The Departm~nt appreciates your concern for the community. 

The county is currently in designated as attaining all federal healthy air standards. 

To continue to improve air quality and to protect public health across Jefferson 
County, the JCDH continues to: 1) working with federal and state programs to 
conduct ambient air monitoring (Tarrant Elementary School) and 2) conducting 
unannounced evening inspections and field observations that are designed to en­
sure compliance of all federal, state, and local regulations. 

7l 



QUESTIONS a COMMENTS FROM PUBliC COMNtENT PERIOD AND PUBLIC HEARING 
FOR ABC COKE 

Regarding Health: 

While ABC Coke does emit air toxics (some of which are carcinogens including 
benzene. dibenzofurans, ethyl benzene naphthalene, PAHs, phenol, styrene, tolu­
ene, and xylene). JCDH uses federal standards developed by EPA to reduce, con­
trol, or eliminate air taxies apd protect public health. These standards are mainly 
National Emissions Stanru1fc:ts for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) and the 
Maximum Allowable Control Technology (MACT). In, addition, the Department 
assures that tl,le·'air in J effei'So~,C.olinty n1e~ts federal clean air standards. Current­
ly, the county is desigil~te(;l:ijs.~~nirig. all s~ch standards. For more information 
on these spmdards ~i~i~h~~!·qww~:e~~:~f~/~atj;fnl~~tfnlal~:~·~·html. .. 

'· . l ~ \~.'~. ,'~ ,> ' •.•. ;;>."._~~,.,. .. ,·- . •f\ ":':·'' '-.:: ~' 

~n additioq, a relativ~~~nt assess~e,~~~()~_air to~~cSl~on~uc.~ (School Air Tox-
Ics Study) by the v~.E?~~~:Tarrant Ctf:ti1Wfth the.~o!Ptonngslte located at Tar­
rant Eleme~~ Scnoo~ yi~l~~f! ~<;m~e.~(q.tti~~ of be~~~ne, ar~f?nic, lead, and ben­
zo{a)pyrene t)lat were found to be ~low: levels of concern, levels at which adverse 

' ,1! . , , ·"'· . · . I 

health effects l,lave been obsetvec[; Levels of lead, a pollutant for which there are 
national standm;ds. for ambient (outdoor) air, are below the level of the national 
standard for prot<;ction of public health. Levels of pollutants associated with coke 
plant emissions, includitig benzenet arseniC, and benzo(a)pyrene and associated 
longer-term concentration estimates were not as high as 8ugge&fed by the infor­
mation available prioPto monitoring. Although they W:ere below the levels of sig­
nificant concern that hadbeenstlgR~ted by the modeling information, these results 
indicate the influence of the~e pqllutaqts of concern ell!!tted from nearby sources. 
As a result, the air taxies mon,toripg stUdy was not extended at this school or in 
this area. This information can be.fotmd at, ... . 
http://www.epa.gov/schoolair/schools.htmL ~·· · ,, 

,, ·. / 

The Department conducts air toxics monitoring studies in conjunction with EPA. 
Based on monitored concentrations, the EPA then typically conducts a risk as­
sessment to determine if emissions need to be reduced. The risk assessment is then 
used to determine if health related studies are warranted by the Agency for Toxic 
Substance and Disease Registry (ATSDR) which conducts public health assess­
ments using the monitored concentrations. 

The JCDH relies on the EPA and the ATSDR to conduct health/pollution related 
correlation studies. These type studies require resources that are not readily availa­
ble at a local level. To the view the process for a risk assessment please visit: 
http://epa.gov/riskassessment/basicinformation.htm#arisk. 
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Visit http://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/training/public-health-assessrnent-overviewlhtml/ 
for a definition of public health assessments or 
http://www .atsdr.cdc.gov/HACIPHAIHCPHA.asp?State=AL for public health as­
sessments and consultations conducted in the State of Alabama. 

The JCDH has not currentlyJeceived anynew or additional federal funding to 
conduct and/or assist in any additional healtb/pollution studies in the Tarrant Area. 
The Department is. only mandated to conduct monitoring for crite~a air pollutants. 
In addition, the::bepartment d~~. not have the capacity to conduct specialized, 
comprehensive health ass~smeri~:.,tr~e:Department works closely withprganiza-
tions suc~as ATSDR t}Icquiple~th~.¢:,~I'Y~·o.f~.ses~plents. ~·( .: 

' . , .. f }~ < ·. '.~::t:~{., ·, . '".;?,, ~~~ ~~ . 

The De?aqtnent WQ~~~~ilf~ ~o thank _yo~;fof'ihis cq~ent an~;~i~l ~co(porate. 
evaluation tpethods. mt,~J4~er publicJi~anngs ·ac;::s:orcMng to ptJbhc mt~rest. Wtth 
respect to th~ size ~4-l?~tj~~,~fthe:'publiQhearing fcir ABC Coke, the D~~art­
ment held the pubhc q,eanng.ope~ftom 1:00pm to 4:00 prn to allow for cttizens to 
comment any time dUring th~t period! For future public hearings, the: Department 
has taken steps to ensure the adequacy of seating capacity ,and that the location will 
be held in a place. that's more accessible to affected citizens. As .a 'result of these 
and similar requests, the Department held the Walter Coke public hearing at a 
community centralize4l5>cation Ute North Birmingham Library· from 4:00pm-
7:30pm. I ' ' ',,:• 

", i ,'1 

16) Comment #16 (Pages 62'-~) .· 

Due to the concerns over air pollution and soot at Presbyterian Manor the Depart­
ment has conducted an indoor air assessment and will continue to work with the 
community to analyze the comments received during the public comment period. 
On May 16, 2014, the Department conducted an indoor air inspection. The inspec­
tion did not reflect the conditions outlined in the complaints. The Department not­
ed very clean conditions as well as no evidence of soot deposition inside the 
apartments or in the air handling systems for the building (on the roof). The De~ 
partment will inspect again if more complaints are received. The Department 
would ask that if you observe excess emissions, unpleasant odors or soot deposits 
to call 930-1239 to file a timely complaint. 
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Jefferson County Department of Health has the mission of improving air quality to 
protect public health across Jefferson County. The JCDH accomplishes this goal 
by 1) working with federal and state programs to con-duct ambient air monitoring 
(Tarrant Elementary School) 2) conducting inspections unannounced day and night 
to ensure compliance of all federal, state,. and .local regulations. 

~ ' ,, 

.. 
17) Comment #17 (Pages 64-66) · 

' 

The Departll,lent appreciates you~ concern for the community. 
< ~ ' -~' ~, -~ •• 'l~;£·N>'~'':~~>' -·~ #:·,; '; ' 

The countY is curr~tl~.in·~~igria~':as~~itD;fiimg:~ feaeral b~~thy air sfandards. 
, · : e'l::~'~N .,' . ~~; ;', . . ~}~ I;t; . . :\ i 

To contint{~ to impro~~~:,quality and t~'ptotect pithiit.health~~ross Jefferson 
'• C '-..7 ~ ... 4 ..... - .... ,' t.:;, '-oo.v; • < 1' ,< ,< N't • "' \ 

County, thel.CDfi.~on~~u~;t~:,l) wg~t9P.:gj~~t9lede~l and st~~e progr:ams to 
conduct amotent arr m9villtormg. ffarraq.t Elementary School which ru:Q.S 24 hours a .. '}: , . _ • , . , H.·~ . , • day) and 2) cqnducting1tinannoilnced evening inspections and field ob'servations 
that are designed to ensure compliance of all federal, state, and local' regulations . 

. ,· 
Regarding Health: 

While ABC Coke does~ einit ·airtoxi~$ (some· 9fw~ch are 9arcinogens including 
benzene, dibenzofurans, eth,yl bellZene 1,1aphtbalene,P{Ufs, phenol, styrene, tolu­
ene, and xylene). JCDH uses federal standa.rds developed by EPA to reduce, con­
trol, or eliminate air toxics and protect public health.· These standards are mainly 
National Emissions Standards for Hazardous AifPollutants (NESHAPS) and the 
Maximum Allowable Control Technoiogy (MACT). In, addition, the Department 
assures that the air in Jefferson County meets federal clean air standards. Current­
ly, the county is designated as attaining all such standards. For more information 
on these standards visit http://www.epa.gov/ttnlatw/mactfnlalph.htmJ. 

In addition, a relatively recent assessment of air toxics conducted (School Air Tox­
ics Study) by the USEPA in Tarrant City, with the monitoring site located at Tar­
rant Elementary School, yielded concentrations of benzene, arsenic, lead, and ben­
zo(a)pyrene that were found to be below levels of concern, levels at which adverse 
health effects have been observed. Levels of lead, a pollutant for which there are 
national standards for ambient (outdoor) air, are below the level of the national 
standard for protection of public health. Levels of pollutants associated with coke 
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plant emissions, including benzene, arsenic, and benzo(a)pyrene and associated 

longer-term concentration estimates were not as high as suggested by the infor­

mation available prior to monitoring. Although they were below the levels of 

significant concern that had been suggested by the modeling information, these re­

sults indicate the influence of these pollutants of concern emitted from nearby 

sources. As a result, the air_t.pxics monitbrihgstudy,w~s not extended at this 

school or in this areat This information can be found at 
http://www .epa.~ov/s,choolair/schools.hpnl. 

l 

.... , , , , .. ( '· t''_' '~ -, ~". ~, I . , , 

The Dep~ent under&,tanQs Y:?:W1~~pt~ID~ an~ enc?urages you to conh\~t us as 

soo.n ~ pOSSible at_ 9~9;~1~~to: fj.f~:,,;~lR~Iy-.comp!a,m~when Y:~u do see ~xcess 

enusstons,~r obs~~e Tftl~~t odors:J:t: ~:~ ~ ~· . .. . ·~ 
18) Comment#~~.~~~~.6§:~zot.:i}:~:/ < ::: .. ··I ::: "'' 

' ~:,,,I·." , :f·: Y . .-. "~. ·:~~ ',~;: ' ' 

. / ' ' .., ':~ ~:.;, 

The Departmen~ appreciates your comment. 
' ' 

The county is curr~ntly in design~ted as attaining all federal healthy air standards. 
i ~ ' < 

, I ~ .. 

To continue to improve all: .qu,alitY and to protect pubijc health ·across Jefferson 

County, the JCDH contil:l~Jes 'to: l)w<?rking with fedeJ:al aqd'state programs to 

conduct ambient air monit~ring:(Tarrant Elementary Scb.obl which runs 24 hours a 

day) and 2) conducting una~o11nced eyening in.Spections and field observations 

that are designed to ensure corrtpliance. of allfederal, ~state, and local regulations. . ~ ~' ' ~ 

"",} .. > • • f~' 

Regarding Health: 

While ABC Coke does emit air taxies (some of which are carcinogens including 

benzene, dibenzofurans, ethyl benzene naphthalene, PAHs, phenol, styrene, tolu­

ene, and xylene): JCDH uses federal standards developed by EPA to reduce, con­

trol, or eliminate air toxics and protect public health. These standards are mainly 

National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) and the 

Maximum Allowable Control Technology (MACT). In, addition, the Department 

assures that the air in Jefferson County meets federal clean air standards. Current· 

ly, the county is designated as attaining all such standards. For more information 

on these standards visit http://www .epa.gov/ttn/atw/tnactfnlalph.html. 
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In addition, a relatively recent assessment of air taxies conducted (School Air Tox­

ics Study) by the USEPA in Tarrant City, with the monitoring site located at Tar­

rant Elementary School, yielded concentrations of benzene, arsenic, lead, and ben­

zo(a)pyrene that were found to be below levels of concern, levels at which adverse 

health effects have been observed. Levels of lead, a pollutant for which there are 

national standards for ambient (outdoor} rur; are below the level of the national 

standard for protectio,p. of public health. Levels of pollutants associated with coke 

plant emissions, ipcluding pe~ne, arsenic, and benzo(a)pyrerie and associated 

longer-term concentration es~ates, we~;e_not as high as suggested byJhe infor­

mation av~able prior to flioi;lit?Pt;J.&!i::~thol.igh they were below the le'vf?ls of 

signi~c~~ conce~-~~~~~~!.~li:~li~~~~,~by th~;~O.Ci!eling .~ormation; these re­

sults mdtc~te the. influe.n~of these pOlllJ!~~ of conc~rn emitted from nearby 

sources. ~,s a ~eS~l~ tli~i~ taxies ~~lfiD'I;i~g ~tudyJW,~s not e~tended at this 

school or tq~ this ar~ 1:ffi~~~wormatlo~~P:h:l:>e fo~9a a~ ~~ ! 
http://www :epa.gov/sC!J()6la1f(s~~90ls.J:itml,:" '"' .,,". p ' • 

;, ':2.?, -.,,,'\',~~- ,), -~-~ 

Regarding Public Comment Location and Duration: -· 

' ' 

The Department would like tq thank you for this comm~nt_ap.d will incorporate 

evaluation methods into further public hearings according to public interest. With 

respect to the size anqlocation of $e BUblic hearing f<?rABC,Coke, the Depart­

ment held the public h~aring qperi1frOI11''1:00pm to 4;00 pnrto allow for citizens to 

comment any time duritig that' period. For future'pl;lblic,hearings, the Department 

has taken steps to ensure the~deqJJ;acyof seating capafitY and that the location will 

be held in a place that's more acc~sible to affecte<l, citizens. As a result of these 

and similar requests, the DepartnieJ;J.t held the Walter Coke public hearing at a 

community centralized location the 'North :aiririingham Library from 4:00 pm-

7:30pm. · 

The Permit renewal process for facilities is determined by the permit expiration 

date and due to the various avenQes tor public involvement JCDH extended both 

Permit comment periods from the normal 30 day requirement to 60 days for ABC 

Coke. JCDH also conducted a public infonnation session at Tarrant Intermediate 

School 

For ABC Coke, the comment period started on Sunday, February 91
b and ended on 

Friday, April 18th. 
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19) Comment #19 (Pages 70-71) 

The Department appreciates your comment. 

20) Comment #20 (Pages 71~73) 

-""' l ;\'~¥}_::~~;. ~~ ,¥''1.. 
~,_ 

Due to the, concerns over air ~lfutiprt arid soot at Presbyterian Manor tb~ Depart-

ment has tonducted ~;:pid~q~ ~·aj~~#i~t an~will''~ntinu~to work with the 
-" ' « . "'"""' ~' - !'"-. < /,.,.;,._~ '· ' • • • { -~~ t'-'":'t , >.' -

community to analyze;[:l!~:f:6mments r~~~iy·e~duriij.g ~~ p~bl{p commeqt period. 

On May 16, 2014; th~t?¢aPent c9n~#ct~_q:ait in,c;fe>Qp air ins~ction. J'he inspec-
·, ~ ~ . ·. !tv>_.~- ·~r .. · ' ·. · ~ l ·: -<:· · • . . t-:. :. 1 ~ = :' 

tion did nor ;reflect the :~ol}ditj9~, 9ut~J~ .$-e comptfiints. '(lle Dep~ment not-

ed very cleart conditi(i~_as:·w~IfiiS'ho evidence of soot deposition inside the 
~, ... ~.:--rA ... ,' .. \ . f· .·:, <. ··: -.L , ~· -:-. 

apartments or in the flir handling systems. for the building (on the roof). The De-

partment will iD.s~t again if more ~omplaints are received, The D~partment 
'· 

' l 

would ask that if you Ob$erve e)Ccess emissions, unpleasant odors or soot deposits 

to call 930-1239 to t'iie ·a ~itnely complaint. . , .. 
if.>: 1.< < > ' ' ' ·, < •' • ' _, l • '. >' .{'' 

Jefferson County Department of Healtlt has the tniss~oti.ofjmproving air quality to 

protect public health acros~ J:effe~bn CountY~ The JCDH ~~complishes this goal 

by 1) work with federal and'st~te'ptognlm.S to·con-du,ctambient air monitoring 

(Tarrant Elementary School) 2)'conducts inspectionS unannounced day and night 

to ensure compliance of all federai,';sta!~,- arip., local regulations. 
,..._ ~'" -

21) Comment #21 (Pages 74-80) 

' ·, 

Due to the concerns over air pollution and soot atPresbyteriim Manor the Depart­

ment has conducted an indoor air assessment and will continue to work with the 

community to analyze the comments received during the public comment period. 

On May 16,2014, the Department conducted an indoor air inspection. The inspec~ 

tion did not reflect the conditions outlined in the complaints. The Department not­

ed very clean conditions as well as no evidence of soot deposition inside the 

apartments or in the air handling systems for the building (on the root). The De­

partment will inspect again if more complaints are received. The Department 
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would ask that if you observe excess emissions, unpleasant odors or soot deposits 

to call 930-1239 to file a timely complaint. 

Jefferson County Department of Health has the mission of improving air quality to 

protect public health across Jefferson County. The JCDH accomplishes this goal 

by 1) work with federalll!J:d state prcigramS io' con-duct ;JJnbient air monitoring 

(Tarrant Elementary School) 2) conducts inspections tm~C>unced day and night 

to ensure compliance of all fede~. state, and local regulations. 

; /1 ~ :,·~~1.:~~~- :/t·: ,il:. ' ,, . :.<' ·•• 

22) Comment#2~(P~g~80.,81);,;;;::·... "~'i::; ;n~ : 

-. ·. : ;~~~;:~~ · ·. . .:.,<~fb(,:··· · ·~~ ~L. ~ ~1 :: 

The Deparlment ~QuldY}~~to' thank'jfq~If.oE'tru~ c~~nt T&~ Department, since 

the public hearing,' is ~a1yZfug_.~ .. ay~.-~o:ih~lu.deif{terpteters aria stafftc{address 

multilingual~commun~t;.es~~ Th~ Dep~rtt "had an interpreter present at the Walter 

Coke public hearing ·and. will make this, a part of an Environmental H;ealth Services 

policy moving forward., 

23) Commeiit #23 (Pages 81-84) 

Due to the concerns o~~r air p~llutipn and soot ~t ~r~~byt~~ian Manor the Depart­

ment has conducted an mdoor airassessmen~ and wm·continue to work with the 

community to analyze the commentS received dUring_ ilie public comment period. 

On May 16, 2014, the Departm~nt.c~nd~cted anjndoor air inspection. The inspec­

tion did not reflect the conditions oritliul~dip the complaints. The Department not­

ed very clean conditions as well as no evidence of soot deposition inside the 

apartments or in the air handling systems for the building (on the roof). The De­

partment will inspect again if more complaint$ are received. The Department 

would ask that if you observe excess emissionS, unpleasant odors or soot deposits 

to call 930-1239 to file a timely complaint. 

I efferson County Department of Health has the mission of improving air quality to 

protect public health across Jefferson County. The JCDH accomplishes this goal 

by 1) working with federal and state programs to con-duct ambient air monitming 

(Tarrant Elementary School) 2) conducting inspections unannounced day and night 

to ensure compliance of all federal, state, and local regulations. 
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24) Comment #24 (Pages 85-88) 

Regarding Health: 
':' ~, ':,;., 

While ABC Coke does eri~ air to(dcs (some of which are carcinogens including 
benzene, dibenzofurans,.~thy~p,~~nenaphthalene, PAHs, phenbl,,_styrene, tolu­
ene, and xyl~ne). JCD,~:~~~~Je . .c~¢~fsta.nda~ds developed by EPA to·r~duce, con­

trol~ or elum?at.e ~to~~~;~q,:p_f.P~~-tP,74Rlj~·.h~~n,lth. J'hese st~dards are, mainly 
National ~nusstons ~~ .... J1~~~.~pr ~~~ao.•~.-· .Aii:<r~I.lq_~ants CNJ?SHAPS~;and the 
Maxim1lll\Allow:~~Ie S99~1 TecbD.o,I~~~(MA-~1 ljJ!.~c:I~~q~n, the D~partment 
assures that th7 mr.~~:I,~f!1~·0!1; Co~~;W~ts,f~eri,il ~ean rur~,tandn:d&~ Cu.r;ent­
ly, the county ts de~~~~~~~.~t~~~f:·~U~uc~~~tfllc1a¥ds· Fot;t;J-ore ID!ormatton 
on these s tartdards vts~~Jlttp;{!W!W~_el?~~o~f¢1/atw /mactfnlalpn.html. ,;" 

)~~ ;:{;~~{:·~.-<' ,,··t~~.~-~·~;~. ,~·, '?, ) / 

In addition, a felativety·~~eent a5sessmentofair tox1cs co~~ucted (Sthool Air Tax­
ies Study) by the,JJSEPA.i~ Tarrant City, with themoriitoringsiteJocated at Tar­
rant Elementary S~hoolj y~elded con.centrations of l)enzene, arse~ic, lead, and ben­
zo(a)pyrene that were.fo:imd t9 be below,Ievels ofcoric¢ni, levels at which adverse 
health effects have b~n observ,ed..: Levels of Ie:aclt a P91lutantfor which there are 
national standards tor a~J:>ien(<o4tcioorfair; ~~-.~low th~.ievel of the national 
standard for protection ofpt;t.bljc heaiUi).~evels ofpoU\Jtarits associated with coke 
plant emissions, including be~~e~ ars~ni~~. ~d be~pfa)pyrene and associated 
longer-term concentration estiina~es we~not as higli as suggested by the infor­
mation available prior to monitorlrig;:: Although they were below the levels of 
significant concern that had been suggested by the modeling information, these re­
sults indicate the influence of these pollutants of concern emitted from nearby 
sources. As a result, the air toxics monitoring study was not extended at this 
school or in this area. This information can be found at 
http://ww~.epa.gov/schoolair/schools.htm1. 

The Department currently uses the acceptable risk range of lx.l0-4 to lxl0-6 guid­
ance provided by EPA for individual and cumulative concentrations; however, it is 
the Department's goal to continue to improve all air toxics levels to the lower end 
of the risk range. The Department achieves this goal by conducting air toxics stud­
ies in conjunction with EPA and through NESHAP and MACT standards enforce­
ment. 
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25) Comment #25 (Pages 89-93) 

The county is currently in designated as attaining all federal healthy air standards. 

To continue to improve air quality and.to protect public health across Jefferson 

County, the JCDH contipue8 to: l) working with federal ai;ld state programs to 

conduct ambient aif, monitoring (Tarrant Elementary Schoot Whi~h runs 24 hours a 

day) and 2) cop.ducting unann.o1JiiC.edevening inspections and field observations 

that are de~ighed to en8ure·c9nii>1iap.9~ of all federal, state, and local regulations. 

Regardin~Health:, . <~;·::~~';'·;~~{ :~ ... ·~ 
·~ '.: :;~: ,;,~ ·, ~?.y/ '·:( ... . ~= j :~~ ; 

While ABC~Coke doe(e'niit1~ ~~~.i~sJ~~m~.pfwhlc~'~re carq~~ogens including 
benzene? dibenzofu~~ ethylhe1,1zenehaphthalene, PAHs, phenol, styrene, tolu­

ene, and xylene). JCOH uses federal standards developed by EPA to reduce, con­

trol? or elimina~ air toJ{ics and protect public heal~ •. These standa(ds are mainly 

National Emissibns Stanctards fOi: Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESllAPS) and the 

Maximum Allow'al,)le Control Technology (MACT) ... In, addition: the Department 

assures that the air in Jeff~rson~o'!Jntymeets federal dean air standards. Current­

ly, the county is desigQated as a.~aining all such standards. For more information 

on these standards visitqttp://ww\v.,epa.,gov/ttnlatw/mactfi,Ualph.html. 
';: ~ ' ' ~ ' ' 

' ~ ' , , ~ ' I , ' < 

In addition, a relatively recent.~ss~ssnie~t,of atr toxiqs~conducted (School Air Tax­

ies Study) by the USEPA in T~:t Cio/,,With tl!e·monitoring site located at Tar­

rant Elementary School, yielded conce~ntratipns'ofbenzene, arsenic, lead, and ben­

zo(a)pyrene that were found to be below levels of concern, levels at which adverse 

health effects have been observed. Levels of lead, a pollutant for which there are 

national standards for ambient (outdoor) air, are below the level of the national 

standard for protection of public health. Levels of pollutants associated with coke 

plant emissions, including benzene, arsenic, and benzo(a)pyrene and aSSociated 

longer-term concentration estimates were not as high as suggested by the infor­

mation available prior ~o monitoring. Although they were below the levels of 

significant concern that had been suggested by th~ modeling information, these re­

sults indicate the influence of these pollutants of concern emitted from nearby 

sources. As a result, the air toxics monitoring study was not extended at this 

school or in this area. This information can be found at 
http://www.epa.gov/schoolair/schools.html. 
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26) Comment #26 (Pages 94-98) 

The Department appreciates your comment and concern for the community. 

With respect to the extension of the comment pedod, the Department has extended 
the comment period past coniment period minimum of 30.days. For ABC Coke, 
theth comment periqd started on Sunday, February 9th and endea 01,1 Friday, April 
18 . 

Regardin~notificatio~/9r:~7,'~!rl~lib._h,~~1l,g,.~; DeJ(¥tffient ~laced .notifications 
~n the ne~paper,. o~-8;\J.I\~~bsi.te.- aft~~tCity lf~ll{and as c,ommunicating dur-
mg the twq (2) pqqhc.liif~.pnatwn meetW&s. · ) ··;, ...... ,T: > 

~~ ~ .. i ' ,, . ,~:. '~. l -.-. \~;:;·;,·;·/. '•; :)'1 ?;: ~~ ~ 

With re~~~ to inte~§~?1~eryJ~' ~~J?:eP:.~ertt ~!~ provi~~ such services for 
future smular occaston.s:. .. i . ·.·, 

• 'I 

n. 
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.. 

Introduction 

Jefferson County Department of Health 
Environmental Health Services 

Air and Radiation Protection Division 

Title V Operating Permit Evaluation 
ABC Coke (Coke By-Products Plant and Utilities Plant) 

November 7, 2013 

On May 15, 2013, ABC Coke submitted pennit applications for a Renewal Title V Major 
Source Operating Permit for a coke by-products manufacturing facility and a utilities 
production facility. The standard industrial classification codes (SICs) for the coke by­
products plant, the utilities production plant. and the wastewater treatment plant are 2999, 
4939, and 4952, respectively. The plant is located at Alabama Street and Huntsville 
Avenue, Tarrant. Alabama 35217. Mark Poling, Manager, Engineering (ABC Coke 
Division), is the designated environmental plant contact concerning pemrit applications 
and plant operations. 

The coke-by product plant produces coke and by products that are either sold or used in 
the coking process while the utilities plant provides essential utility services for the rest 
of the facility. The wastewater treatment plant is utilized to treat the process wastewaters 
emanating from the various processes at ABC Coke. 

Total combined process/source emissions result in classification of the facility as an 
actual major source of particulate matter (PM), sulfur oxides (SOx), nitrogen oxide 
(NOx), carbon monoxide (CO), volatile organic compounds (VOCs), and hazardous air 
pollutants (HAP). In the year 2012, total facility actual emissions of the above pollutants 
were estimated to be483.51 tpy, 1950.47 tpy, 1071.69 tpy, 763.004 tpy, 147.70 tpy, and 
31.09 tpy, respectively. 

The coke by-products manufacturing plant is subject to several federal National 
Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPs). These include Subpart L 
(NESHAPs for Benzene Emissions from Coke By-Product Recovery Plants) of 40 ~ 
61; Subpart V (NESHAPs for Equipment Leaks (Fugitive Emissions Sources)) of 40 CFR 
61; Subpart FF (NESHAPs for Benzene Waste Operations) of 40 QER 61; Subpart L 
(NESHAPs for Coke Oven Batteries) of 40 CFR 63; and Subpart CCCCC (NESHAPs for 
Coke Ovens: Pushing. Quenching. and Battery Stacks) of 40 CFR 63. 

All equipment at the coke by-products facility is classified as existing. 

One boiler is subject to Subpart Db (Standards of Perfonnance for lndustriai­
Commercial-lnstitutional Steam Generating Units) of 40 CFR 60 but not subject to 40 
CFR 63 (50s), as coke oven gas (COG) is regulated under 40 CFR. Subpart L and 
exempted under63.7491. The stack particulate emissions from all of the processes 
associated with the plants m-e subject to the general process industries requirements under 
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Part:-6.4 bf the Jefferson County Board of Health Air Pollution Control Rules and 
Regulations ("Regulations"), with the exclusion of stack particulate emissions from the 
underflre stacks and boiler stacks. Underfire stack emissions are subject to the 
requirements under Part 6.9 of the Regulations. Boiler stack emissions are subject to the 
requirements under Part 6.3 of the Regulations. Visible emissions are subject to the 
requirements under Part 6.1 of the Regulations. Fugitive emissions are subject to the 
requirements under Part 6.2 of the Regulations. 

Coke By-Products Manufacturing Plant 
Introduction 
Furnace and foundry coke are prepared by heating blended coal masses (coal, breeze, 
other constituents) in "ovens" for extended periods of time at elevated temperatures 
{2000+ 0 F). Several sets of ovens comprise and form the individual coke "batteries." 
ABC Coke operates three (3) by-product coke batteries. They are labeled as Coke 
Battery No. I, Coke Battery No. 5, and Coke Battery No. 6. Respectively, the coke 
batteries have 78, 25. and 29 ovens. 

Process 
The discharge of coal from the hoppers on top of the ovens is "staged" by controlling the 
sequence in which each hopper is emptied to avoid peaks of coal that may block the 
space above the coal, which hinders the removal of gases generating during charging. 
Near the end of the charging sequence, peaks of coal in the oven are leveled by a steel bar 
from the pusher machine through a small door ( .. chuck door") on the side of the oven. 
This leveling process aids in uniform coking and provides a clear vapor space and exit 
tunnel for the gases that evolve during coking to flow to the gas collection system. After 
the oven is charged with coal, the chuck door is closed, the lids are placed back on the 
charging ports and sealed {"luted") with a wet clay mixture, the aspiration is turned off, 
and the gases are directed into the offtake system and collecting main. 

Thermal distillation takes place in each of the ovens of their respective batteries. The 
wall separating adjacent ovens, as well as each end wall, is made up of a series of heating 
flues. At any one time, half of the flues in a given wall will be burning gas while the 
other half will be conveying waste heat from the combustion flues to a "checker brick" 
heat exchanger and then to the combustion stack. The operation of each oven is cyclic 
and each battery contains a sufficiently large number of ovens to produce an essentially 
continuous flow of raw coke oven gas. Individual ovens are charged and emptied at 
approximately equal time intervals during the coking cycle. Furnace coking time periods 
are typically around twenty {20) hours. Foundry coking time periods are typically around 
twenty four (24) hours. Air is prevented from leaking into the ovens by maintaining a 
positive back pressure in the collection main. The gases and hydrocarbons that evolve 
during the thennal distillation are removed through the offtake system and sent to the 
byproduct plant for recovery. 

Once the coal is properly carbonized, the coke in the oven is ready to be removed. 
The coke is pushed through a coke guide into the quench car. The quench car carries the 
coke to a quench tower where water is dumped on the coke as a cooling process. The 
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Emissions 
Emissions from the coke ovens include PM, SOx, NOx, VOCs, CO, and numerous 
organic compounds, including polycyclic organic matter (POM). PM is emitted from raw 
coal unloading, storage, and handling; mixing, crushing, and screening; blending; 
charging; leaks from doors, lids, and offtakes during coking; soaking, pushing coke from 
the oven; hot coke quenching; combustions stacks; and coke crushing, sizing, screening, 
handling, and storage. Volatile organic compounds are emitted from coke oven leaks, 
coke pushing, and coke quenching. Sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides, and carbon 
monoxide are also emitted from coke oven leaks. Organic compounds soluble in benzene 
(BSO) are the major constituents of the PM emissions and are also included as VOCs. 
Among the hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) included in the VOCs are benzene, toluene, 
xylenes, cyanide compounds, naphthalene, phenol, and POM, all of which are contained 
in coke oven gas. Emissions from the byproduct plant are primarily benzene and other 
light aromatics, POMs, cyanides, phenols, and light oils. Other emission sources include 
operations such as boilers, wastewater treatment, cooling towers, and roads. 

Controls for the coke plant consist of operation and maintenance practices (work practice 
standards) to reduce emissions, and application of control devices to specific operations 
in the coke-making and byproduct recovery processes. Operation and maintenance 
practices include steam aspiration, staged charging to reduce charging leaks, and sealing 
of doors, lids, and offtakes at joints that may leak. A control for pushing and coke-side 
door leaks, the hood is constructed along the coke side of the battery. The hood is ducted 
to a PM control device, typically a baghouse. Quenching emissions are controlled by 
installing baffles in the quench tower to impede PM flow, and use of clean water 
(recycled water that does not include process water) for quenching. For by-products, the 
primary control is gas blanketing. Fugitive particulate emissions from coal and coke 
piles are controlled by surfactants (which bind the particles together) and an elevated 
sprinkler system which can mimic a rainfall event during dry periods to minimize 
conditions which can lead to fugitive particulate emissions. Further, particulate 
emissions from plant roads are controlled by the use of vacuum and water trucks. 
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Utilities 
The Utilities facility primarily consists of three (3) boilers that primarily burn Coke Oven 
Gas (COG). The back-up fuel for these three (3) boilers is natural gas. 

Pollutants emitted from the Utilities Plant include volatile organic compounds (VOCs), 
nitrogen oxides (NOx), sulfur oxides (SOx), particulate matter (PM) emissions, and 
carbon monoxide (CO) with no controls applied. Currently, permitted boilers are 
included in Table 1 above. 

AFS Sources Classification Codes (SCC) 
sec Process 

1-02-006-0 I >100 Million BTU/Hr Natural Gas 
Combustion 

1-02-005-01 Fuel Oil Combustion (Grades 1 and 2) 
1-02-007-07 Coke Oven Gas Combustion 
3-03-003-02 Oven Charging 
3-03-003-03 Oven Pushing 
3-03-003-04 Quenching 
3-03-003-05 Coal Unloading 
3-03-003-06 Oven Undertiring 
3-03-003-07 Coal Crushing/Handling 
3-03-003-08 Oven/Door Leaks 
3-03-003..(}9 Coal Conveying 
3-03-003-10 Coal Crushing 
3-03-003-11 Coal Screening 
3-03..()()3-12 Coke: Crushing/Screening/Handling 
3-03-003-13 Coal Preheater 
3-03-003-14 Topside Leaks 
3-03-003-15 Gas By-Product Plant 
3-03-003-16 Coal Storage Pile 
3-03-003-17 Combustion Stack: Coke Oven Gas (COG) 
3·03-003-31 8 y-Product Manufacturing 
3-03-003-32 Flushing Liquor Circulation Tank 
3..03-003-33 Excess-Ammonia Liquor Tank 
3-03-003-34 Tar Dehydrator 
3-03-003-35 Tar Interceding Sump 
3-03-003-36 Tar Storage 
3-03-003-41 Light Oil Sump 
3·03-003-42 Light Oil Decanter/Condenser Vent 
3-03-003-43 Wash Oil Decanter 
3-03-003-44 Wash Oil Circulation Tank 
J..Q3-003-51 By-Product Coke Manufacturing 
3-03-003-52 Tar Bottom Final Cooler 
3-03-003-53 Naphthalene Processing/Handling 
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3-03-003-61 I EquiEment Leaks 

Emissions Summary 
Please see the attached facility-wide emissions for 2012. Emissions were derived from 
information submitted in the permit application and the latest production data submittal. 

The facility is an actual major source of particulate matter emissions, nitrogen oxide 
emissions. sulfur oxide emissions, hazardous air pollutant emissions (including coke oven 
emissions), carbon monoxide emissions, and volatile organic compound emissions. The 
major source threshold for PM, SOx, CO, NOx, and VOC is 100 tons per year. The 
major source threshold for a single HAP emission pollutant is 10 tons per year or 25 tons 
per year for a combination of HAP emission pollutants. Total source HAP emissions 
emanating from the facility exceed both the single HAP limit and the combined HAP 
limit Coke oven emissions are classified as HAPs and are the predominant source of 
HAP emissions. 

For the Green House Gas Mandatory Reporting Rule (40 ~ 98), the applicability 
threshold for an existing Title V Major Source is greater than or equal to 100,000 tons per 
year of C02e. ABC Coke is subject to this rule and the respective reporting. Mandatory 
reporting is made directly to EPA and is not an enforceable requirement of this Title V 
Major Source Operating Pennit. 

Pollution Prevention (P2) 
In 2007, ABC Coke implemented a Pollution Prevention (P2) strategy to control 
particulate matter (PM) from all sources. In mid-2007, the capture capabilities of the 
pushing emission controls (bag houses) were voluntarily increased by 200%. Even 
though this improvement was not required by regulation, the operations and maintenance 
(O&M) of the resulting enhanced system was significantly increased to comply with 
applicable regulations. 

In 2008, all roads were paved and are subsequently maintained daily by a vacuum street­
sweeper and spray truck dispersing water with dust control additives to manage 
particulates from roads and stockpiles. 

{n 2009, construction began on a comprehensive dust control sprinkler system with the 
capability of providing 2/lO" of rain equivalent twice/day on all stockpile areas. This 
sprinkler system is capable of achieving a 98% control of particles according to the 
EPA's miscellaneous control factors for particulates. Developing a system to cover the 23 
acres of stock pile required several years of construction and the project was completed in 
2013. 

In previous pennit cycles, ABC Coke has concentrated its P2 strategies in the by-product 
areas of the plant. As with the bag houses, voluntary preventative measures were also 
taken to enhance systems within the by-products area. While not required by regulations, 
two major storage facilities, light oil and excess liquid, were voluntarily sealed using gas-
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blanketing technologies. In order for the enhanced systems to comply with applicable 
regulations, new and more extensive O&M requirements were necessary. 

Title V Maior Source Operating Permit Evaluation 
The Air Pollution Control Program of Jefferson County, Alabama received interim 
approval by EPA to evaluate and issue Title V Major Source Operating Permits on 
December 15, 1995. The Air Pollution Control Program received full approvnl by EPA 
on October 29,2001. Chapter 18 of the Regulations contains the rules and regulations 
pertaining to the issuance of Title V Major Source Operating Permits. 

ABC Coke is located in an area (Jefferson County, Alabama) which is classified as an 
attainment area for all National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). 

The facility is an actual major source of PM emissions, SOx emissions, CO emissions, 
VOC emissions, NOx emissions, and single/combination HAP emissions. Coke oven 
emissions are the predominant HAP emissions. Refer to Appendix D of the Regulations 
for the list of regulated HAPs. Paragraph IS.l.l(q) of the air regulations defines a major 
air pollution emissions source. Other HAPs emitted from this facility include a plethora 
of organics, heavy metals, and polycyclic matter. 

New Source Performance Standards <NSPS) - 40 CFR 60 
Subpart Kb (Standards of Performance for Volatile Organic Liquid Storage Vessels 
(including Petrolewn Liquid Storage Vessels) for Which Construction, Reconstruction. or 
Modification Commenced After July 23, 1984.) 

The coke by-products manufacturing plant contains several storage vessels (per Title V 
application). They are as follows: 

I~:~~Tan~~',e;; ::C'~~.,>ProductiStora-eel.ho."U11 ;Ft~~Canaci~(eallonsJ' ~ 
ABC02 Light Oil 7,600 
ABC03 Tar 172,748 
ABC04 Tar 126,917 
ABC06 Residual Oil 200 
ABC07 Cylinder Oil #2 200 
ABCIO Wash Oil 13,500 
ABC13 Nalco Chlorine Enhancer 324 
ABC15 Unleaded Gasoline 1,000 
ABCI6 Low Sulfur Diesel Fuel 990 
ABC17 Diesel Fuel 18,000 
ABC18 Diesel Fuel 17,000 
ABC22 Diesel Fuel 450 

Tanks ABC04, ABC06, ABC07, ABC17, and ABC IS were all installed prior to the 
applicability date of Subpart Kb. They, accordingly, would not be subject to this 
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regulation; Even though Tanks ABC02, ABC16, ABC22, and ABC15 were 
installed/constructed after the applicability date of Subpart Kb, their storage capacities 
are below the minimum applicable storage capacity of 40 m3 and, accordingly, would not 
be subject to this standard. Tank ABC13 also would not be subject because of storage 
capacity. Tanks ABC03 and ABC15 do meet the installation date and storage 
requirement applicability requirements of Subpart Kb, however they do not storage 
"true .. volatile organic liquids and would not be subject to this standard. 

Subpart Db (Standards of Performance for Industrial-Commercial-Institutional 
Steam Generating Units) 

The utilities plant contains several boilers (per Title V application). They are as follows: 

"r .": ' . ·" .; · ID,' ·· J <:c.·';> ":' ·;;:. "<.} ~'.Rated'Ireat CiPacltY<IW:MBTUJHr} . •. 

Boiler #7 204 
Boiler #8 204 
Boiler#9 174 

Only Boiler No.9 is subject to Subpart Db of 40 _m 60 since it was constructed after 
the applicability date. Even though Subpart Db primarily pertains to coal and oil 
combustion, coke oven gas is defmed as coal (per EPA detennination). Boiler No.9 
combusts coke oven gas and natural gas. Accordingly, Boiler No. 9 is subject to 
applicable requirements of this subpart as well as all of the following: 

Pollutant Regulatory Emission Limit Applicable 
Standard 

Visible Emissions (VE) 20 % Opacity_ Section 6.1.1 
Particulate Matter (PM) 24.8llblhr Section 6.4.1 
Sulfur Dioxide (S02) 1.8 lbs/MMBTU of Heat Input Section 7.1.1 
Sulfur Dioxide (S02) 1.20 lb/MMBTU of Heat Input Subpart Db 
Sulfur Dioxide (S02) 193.30 lblhr NSR 

Subpart PP (Standard of Performance for Ammonium Sulfate Manufacturing 

Coke oven byproduct ammonium sulfate is produced by reacting the ammonia recovered 
from coke oven off-gas through the ammonia absorber and. ammonia still. This in tum is 
reacted with sulfuric acid. £n ammonium sulfate manufacturing, ammonium sulfate 
crystals are fonned by circulating the ammonium sulfate liquor through a water 
evaporator, which thickens the solution. Ammonium sulfate crystals are separated from 
the liquor in a centrifuge and dryer. The crystals, which contain about 1 to 2.5 percent 
moisture by weight after the centrifuge, are fed to fluidized-bed dryers that are 
continuously steam heated. Finally, the ammonium sulfate is stored in storage silos for 
shipment Air-born particulate matter is collected by 19,500 scfm baghouse. 
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The ammonium sulfate manufacturing process wiJl be subject to Section 6.1.1 of the 

Rules and Regulations with a 20% opacity restriction. Under Part 6.4 of the Rules and 

Regulations, the process will be subject to a particulate matter restriction of 17.19 pounds 

per hour emissions limit. Under the NSPS, the process will be limited to 0.30 lb/ton 

emissions rate and a 15% opacity limitation. 

National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPs) · 

Several NESHAPs are applicable to processes/operations at the coke by-product 

manufacturing plant. The following is a listing of these applicable standards: 

-Subpart L (National Emission Standard for Benzene Emissions from Coke By-Products 

Recovery Plant) of 40 CFR 61; 

-Subpart V (National Emission Standard for Equipment Leaks (Fugitive Emission 

Sources) of 40 g:& 61; 

-Subpart FF (National Emission Standard for Benzene Waste Operations) of 40 CFR 61; 

-Subpart L (National Emission Standard for Coke Oven Batteries) of 40 CFR 63; and 

-Subpart CCCCC (National Emission Standard for Coke Ovens: Pushing, Quenching. and 

Battery Stacks) of 40 CFR 63. 

-Subpart ZZZ:Z (National Emission Standard stationary reciprocating internal combustion 

engines(RICE)). 

With respect to the fmalized NESHAP standards, ABC Coke is currently in compliance. 

Jefferson County Department of Health Air Pollution Control Rules and 
Regulations 

Parts of the Rules and Regulations are applicable to processes at the coke by-products 

manufacturing plants, and utilities manufacturing plant. They are listed as follows: 

- Part 6.3 - Control of Particulate Emissions - Fuel Burning Equipment 

- Part 6.4 -Control of Particulate Emissions - Process Industries - General 

- Part 6.9 -Control of Particulate Emissions - Coke Ovens 

-Part 7.1- Control of Sulfur Compound Emissions- Fuel Combustion 

-Part 8.3- Control of Volatile Organic Compound Emissions- Loading and Storage of 

voc 
·Part 8.26- Control of Volatile Organic Compound Emissions- Leaks from Coke By­

Product Recovery Plant Equipment 
-Part 8.27- Control of Volatile Organic Compound Emissions- Emissions from Coke 

By-Product Recovery Plant Coke Oven Gas Bleeder 
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The facility's operations are actual major sources of HAP emissions. A major source of 
HAP emissions is defined in Subdivision 18.1.1 ( q)(l )(i) of the air regulations as having 
HAP emissions of 10 tons or more per year of any single HAP and 25 tons or greater for 
any combination of HAP emissions that are foWld on the 
list of 188 compounds in section 112(b) of the Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) 
enacted in November of 1990. Refer to Appendix D of the air regulations for this same 
list of HAPs. The facility's individual HAP emissions are listed in the permit 
applications. 

Permit Conditions 
Th ed e propos emtsstons umts are as ti II 0 ows: 

Emissions Unit Description of Emissions Units 
No. 
001 Boiler No.9, NSPS, Part 60, Subl!_art Db 
002 Coke Battery No. 6- Coking and Charging, NESHAP, Part 63, 

Subpart L, NESHAP, Part 63, Subpart CCCCC 
003 Coke Battery No. 5 -Coking and Charging, NESHAP, Part 63, 

Subpart L, NESHAP. Part 63, Subpart CCCCC 
004 Coke Battery No. 1 - Coking and Charging, NES.HAP, Part 63, 

Subpart L, NESHAP, Part 63, Subpart CCCCC 
005 Coke By-Products Recovery Plant with Gas Blanketing, NESHAP, 

Part 61, Subparts FF, L, and V 
007 Underflre Stack No.4 Associated with Coking Batteries Nos. 5 and 

6, NESHAP, Part 63, SubQ_art CCCCC 
008 Underfrre Stack No. 1 Associated with Coking Battery No. 1, 

NESHAP, Part 63, Subpart CCCCC 
018 South Coke Quenching Tower, NESHAP, Part 63, Subpart CCCCC 
019 Boiler No.8 
020 Boiler No.7 
024 North Coke_ Quenching Tower, NESHAP, Part 63, Subpart CCCCC 
031 A are 
032 Coke Pushing Operations of Coking Batteries Nos. 1, 5 and 6, 

NESHAP, Part 63, Subpart CCCCC 
034 Ammonium Sulfate Manufacture, NSPS, Part 60, Subpart PP 
035 Emergency Generator No.1, NESHAP, Part 63, Subpart ZZZZ 
036 Emergency Generator No. 2, NESHAP, Part 63, Sub_part ZZZZ 

The facility is an actual major source of PM, VOC, SOx, CO, NOx, and HAP emissions 
and is subject to the requirements of Chapter 18, entitled "Major Source Operating 
Permits," of the air regulations. It will comply with the requirements of Chapter 18 by 
obtaining an operating pennit. The Title V Operating Permit will have 15 individual 
emissions unit sections. Each regulated emission Wlit and the applicable regulations of 
the proposed Title V Major Source Operating Permit are itemized as follows: 
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